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NARRATIVE 


CONTROVERSY 


Concerning the 


Doctrine of the Trinity, &e⸗ 


MAN that undertakes to write an 
NT A " % Hiſtory of what kind ſoever, ought 
59% N \E2 to relate the Matters of which it 
<A ». conſiſts with as much Ingenuity and 
Impartiality, as if he himſelf was 
= wholly indifferent to and diſintereſt- 
Ai in every Caſe and Event, or had been an uncon- 
cern d Spectator of the Facts and Things related: 
that he ought not, either out of How or Favour 

to either Side, ro ſu ppteſs or diſguiſe any Part of the 
Truth, much leſs t to deliver Falſehsod inſtead of 


Truth. 
he A 15 The 


The Buſineſs of a faithful Hiſtorian is like that of 
a * Judge, to be on neither Side of the contending 
Parties, but to ſum up and propoſe the full Evi- 
dence for both fairly and impartially, that every 
Reader may judge from the Nature and Reaſon of 
the Things themſelves, where the Right or Truth 
lies. : | 
Dr. Berriman has undertaken to give an hiſtorical © 
Account of the Controverſies concerning the Doctrine of the © 
Trinity; and more particularly of the (fo call'd) 4- 
thanaſian and Arian, or Euſebian Controverſy ; and 
the principal Deſign of his Hiſtory is to ſhew that 
his own Notion or Explanation of the Doctrine of 
the Trinity is more agreeable to the Senſe of the 
primitive Catholick Church of the three firſt Centu- 
ries, than that of his Adverſaries is, whom he writes 
againſt, and whom he ſtiles Arians and Hereticks, |} 
taking it for granted that his own Opinion is Oz- | 
thodox and True. # 
The Doctor every where declares himſelf not 
only inchn'd to, but very zealous on one Side, 
which ſhould put a Reader upon his Guard in the 
receiving his Relation and Repreſentation of things, 
And eſpecially to take Care that he be not impos'd | 
upon by the Inferences and Judgment which the Do- 
or makes from particular Facts and Expreſſions, 
in Favour of his own Opinion, 'and againft that of 
thoſe whom he eppoſeth : In which Reſpe& he may 
perpetually obſerve, that it was not the Doctor's Mind | 
or Intention (as an Hiſtorian) to place before the 
Reader the Evidence of both Sides with equal Truth 
and Advantage; but, as a Pleader and Advocate 
For one Side only, not only to preſs the Teſtimony 
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and Arguments on the Part he eſpouſes as far and 
farther than in Truth or Reaſon they will bear, 
but frequently alſo to miſreport and ſtifle the Evi- 
dence againſt the one, and for the other Queſtion. 

If the Doctor had intended no more than to, 
ſnow by an hiſtorical Narration, that the latter 
Athanaſian, or his own Explanation of the Do- 
ctrine of the Trinity, which ſuppoſes Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt to be three ſupreme independent 
Agents of one Nature, three diſtin& Perſons neceſ- 
ſarily exiftent, and equally ſupreme in Authority, Power, 
Dominion and Worſhip, had greater Evidence from 
Antiquity, than the particular Arian Notion of the 
Son and Spirit's being Creatures made out of nothing, 
and in Time, in which Arianiſm properly conſiſts: 
Had-this been all the Doctor intended, yet even in 
this Caſe he had not been able to ſhew that the 
Sentiments of the Antients were more favourable to 
his than to the Arian Opinion; not that they agree 
with the latter neither, on which Account Arius 
was to blame to inſiſt ſo much upon his Notion, 
without expreſs Evidence either from Scripture, the 
Doctrine of the primitive Church, or the Reaſon of 
the Thing it ſelf. But then on the other hand, a 
faithful Hiſtorian muſt own, that the ancient Church 
not only agrees as little with the Doctor's Notion, 
but alſo more frequently, expreſiy and unanimouſly op- 
poſeth and condemns that which the Doctor calls the 


Orthodox, 1. e. his own Doctrine, than it does the 
Arian Tenets; and that the Doctor therefore is e- 


qually or more to blame for inſiſting on an Expla- 


nation, which his Oppoſers think and have ſhoun 


has not the leaſt Evidence or Proof from Scripture, 
Antiquity, or the Reaſon of Things, but that it is 
even contradictory to the whole Tenor of Scripture, 


| the firſt and moſt fundamental Principles both of 
natural and reveal d Religion, the firſt Article of all 


the primitive Creeds, the concurrent Doctrine of the 
31 whole 


(6) 2 
whole ancient Catholic Church, and the moſt demon- 
ſtrative Reaſon of Things. I 

This, notwithſtanding all the Doctor's Pretences to 
hiſtorical Teſtimony, is truly the Caſe of the Argu- 
ment betwixt his own and the Arian Notion, ſuppo- 
ſing the preſent Controverſy to be on that Foot. 
But tho' the Doctor would (as Dr. Waterland before 
him) always inſinuate, that theſe are the Parties in 
the Diſpute concerning the Doctrine of the Trinity; 
yet the Controverſy has been ſo long canvaſs'd, and 
ſo fully ſtated and clear'd, that every intelligent 
Reader muſt fee that this is an egregious Impoſition 
and falſe Declaration of the Cauſe ; and that the 
Controverſy really is not betwixt thoſe of his Opi- 
nion, and thoſe who hold and inſiſt on the particu- 
lar Arian Poſitions ; but betwixt thoſe who with 
the Doctor proſeſs the Father, Son and Spirit, to be 
three diſtinct independent ſupreme Agents, independent 
and co-ordinate in Nature and all Perfections; three 
Perſons neceſſarily exiſtent and equally ſupreme in Au- 
thority, Power, Dominion and 222 b And thoſe 
who on the other Side hold that there is but one 
Perſon, intelligent Being or Agent, who is the one 
God and Father (or original ſupreme Cauſe) all; 


that the Father alone is the one neceſſarily exiſtent, in- t 


dependent ſupreme God; alone ſupreme in Nature 
and all Perfections, as being underiv'd, and having no 
Cauſe or Original of his Exiſtence and Attributes; and 
on the ſame Account alone ſupreme in Authority, Power, | 
Dominion and Worlhip ; That the Son and holy Spirit 
are diſtin& divine Perſons or Agents really deriv'd * 


from the incomprehenſible Power and Mill of God ;- 
the Father, ſubordinate to the Father in Nature and 
Perfections, in Authority, Power, Dominion and * 
Worſhip ; that they are the Father's Angels or Meſ- ©: 


Commands. 


ſengers, and miniſterially fulfil all his Mill and : 


This Þ 
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This is the Notion of the Dofor*'s Adverſaries, 
which he (after Doctor Waterland) very ignorantly 
or malicioufly ftiles Arianiſm, only in order to have 
ſome Pretence of oppoſing it; tho” it is well known 
that they whom he cppoleh profeſs not any one of 
the particular Tenets charg'd upon the Arians, either 
that ( he Je e lu) there was a Time when the 
Son, &c. was not; that he was made out of nothing, and 

| 15 


tt. _ 2 


r 


It does not certainly appear that the Avian us'd the Ex- 
preſſion [Ls . de &n l 5 ud, l Ses! which is not found ei- 
ther in Fuſebius of Nrcomedia's Letter, or in that of 4{rius, or in 
his Thalia, cited by Athanaſius; tho' the Arians us d other Ex- 
preſſions, whence the Niceres might infer and charge the for- 
mer upon them; as [egy ty 5 us, £4 by Ad, ve Yjurntn 
* by, Ari 12 apud Theodo, Hiſt. liv. 1. c. 5. ] The Son had a 
Beginning of Exiſtence ; was not always, did not exiſt beſore be 
was begotten. And Athanaſiu; quotes Arius, {aying in his Thalia, 
That the Son was [ey yegyw yeſtws] begotten in Time. But tis 
certain that the Arinns, ſappoling they us'd the Expreſſion which 
was charg'd on them [ly a7: 37s £x U 5 y3s Ts 3:3] were 
not ſo abſurd or filly as to teach thereby that there was a 
Time when the Son was not, in the old Senſe of Time as ſup- 
pos d to be created; and they expreſly ſaid on the contrary, 
that he was before Time. And therefore Alexander very unfairly 

and fallely infers from the Charge of their ſaying [I 79s 57s 
„ by] the Son was not; that they ſuppos'd the Son to be made 
in the Interval of ſome of thoſe Ages which were all made by 
vim, and that he was poſterior to Time, which was created by 
bim. [ Alexander's Words are; y e Yeovnus H dbe3 as 
4d 70 uu by, n cloves Tm Jiaciuali, & Tovuy dans , 
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e. Criss ALY ev 725 £xcivs Mi &ce] which was put- 
5 ung a very abſurd Senſe upon the Words of the Arians. For to 
: be ſure they ſuppos d the Son to be prior in Exiſtence to all 

© created Time and Ages; but yet they thought that the Son had a 
Beginning of Exiſtence out of Nothing; was not before he was begot- 
hig #” that the was not ala; and that there was [tho not _— 
: ime 


(-8..); 


is like to the Creatures which were made by him ; and 
that he is unlike to the Father of whom he is begot- 
ten. Theſe were the principal Particularities and 
Novelties of Arius and his Adherents, which were 
condemn'd not only at the Council of Nice, but (as 
ſhall be ſhown) by almoſt all the Biſhops of Chri- 
ftendom, in many eminent and truly orthodox Coun- 
cils afterwards ; and two of them (the Councils of 
Jeruſalem and Ariminum) more numerous than that 
of Nice; who, as they condemn'd the Arian Poſi- 
tions, ſo they alſo laid aſide or rejected as unſcrip- 
tural and uncatholick the Particularities of the Nicene 
Council, viz. That the Son was [ex i; — of or 
from the | Father's] Subſtance, and that he was SH, 
[ 76 vel] conſubſtantial with the Father : And ſeveral 


— 


Time, yet] uncreated Duration chen he had no Exiſtence at all. 
As this was the true Arian Notion; ſo what Arius was blam'd 
for was, not merely his teaching that the Father exiſted before the 
Generation of the Son, which was plainly the ancient Catholic 
Doctrine, and allow'd by the Council of Nice it ſelf ; but it was 
his peremptorily inſiſting in particular, that the Father's Exi- 
ſtence was not only before the Son's Generation, but (which the 
Ancients had not expreſly defin'd) was before the Son or Word 
had any Exiftence at all in any Reſpect: Whereas Alexander 
and the Nicene Council agreed that beſore his Generation he was 
exiſtent in the Father in an unbegetten Manner, as being the in- 
ternal Word of the Father. which was the Notion of ſ:veral of 
the Ancients, Alexander ſeems alſo to have made no Diſtiz&ion 
betwixt Time and Duration, and to have ſuppos'd both to con- 
ſiſt of thoſe [4vores] Ares, Efc, which were created by the Son, and 
ſo that the Son bimſelf was [Gel] always, as being before thoſe 
Ages, &c. and on this Account charg'd the Arians, who ſuppos'd 
Duration when the Son was not, with making Time when he 
eas not, tho' he created all Time. For the ſame Reaſon alſo 
Alexander wanted a Word to expreſs the unbegotten Exiſtence 
and Duration of the Father before the Generation of the Son : 
For he allows that the Word [a&] exiſting always, expreſſeth | 
not ſo high a Notion of Exiſtence, as being unbegotten does; 
and was far from thinking the Son as Son to be eternal, in the 
ſtrict and true philoſophical Senſe of the Word as implying 
neceſſary Exiſtence. 1 
2 


199 
of them declar'd farther, in very ſtrong and expreſs 
Terms, that the Son was not neceſſarily-exiſtent and 


and Free- agency of the Father; and that he is inferior 
and ſulject to him. 
PFrom what is thus briefly obſerv'd, the Reader 
vill ſee what is the true State of the Controverſy in 
which Dr. Berri mans Hiſtory is concern'd; and that 
if he had prov that the Senſe or Doctrine of the 
primitive Church had not declar'd for or was ex- 
preſs againſt Arianiſm, he had really done nothing, 
nor oppos'd his Adverſaries at all: But if he would 
ſay any thing to the Purpoſe againſt them, he was 
to prove from Fact, and the direct Evidence of Anti- 
quity, that it is the Doctrine of the ancient Catholic 
Church that the Son and Holy Spirit are each diſtinct- 
y the one neceſſarily-exiſtent ſupreme God, equal in Na- 
rure and Perfections, in Authority and Dominion 


| vith the oe God and Father of all, who is above all *, 
and were equally worſhip'd as God ſupreme. But for 
s [this the Doctor has not been able to alledge (nor 
Dr. Vaterland before him) ſo much as one Teſtimo- 
e Iny from any public Form of the Church, or from 


the Sentiments of any private Writer; nothing of 
Supremacy or Co-equality of the Son and Spirit with the 
Father in any Reſpect is to be found in them: Bur 


of on the other hand, it has been largely prov'd, in 
"n ehe Reply to Dr. Waterland's Defenſe, &c. that it was 
the expreſs and unanimous Doctrine of Antiquity 
ſe for more than three hundred Years, that the Fathes 


'd Malorne was the One God in expreſs Contradiſtinction to 
he the Son and Spirit; that the divine Unity was always 
Eplac'd in his znoriginated Perſon. That the Son and 
n: Pirit were diſtin in Nature, Eſſence or Subſtance 
«ch from the Father, and declar'd to be deriv'd or pro- 
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upreme God ; but that he was begotten by the ill 
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Property into a real Perſon; ſome, as a Light or Lam 


(100 
duc'd before all other Things, before all Ages, ) 
his Will ; which Production by the Mil of the Fa- 
ther they frequently expreſs'd by ſtiling them Crea- 
ted and Creature That they were ſubordinate, inferior 
and ſubject to the Father in all Things; miniſterial 
and obedient to all his Will and Pleaſure, and wor- | 
ſhip'd in Subordination to him by his Command and 
Appointment, not on account of priginal ſupreme 1 
Perfections. £ =__ 

That this is the undoubted Doctrine of the pri- 
mitive Catholic Church, has been clearly and ill l 
prov'd by a Deduction of many hundred Paſſages of 
Antiquity, without Dr. . -s being able, or 
this Gentleman after him, to produce fo much as 
one ſingle expreſs Paſſage to the tontrary ; and it is 
as certainly and evidently their Doctrine, as the 
Senſe of any other Facts or Teſtimonies can be 
known from Words and Language. And the' the 
Ancients explain'd differently ſome Particulars of 
their Notion; more eſpecially their Opinion of the 
metaphyſical Nature, the antemundane Exiſtence, 
and the Manner of the Production or Generation 
of the Son, &c. in which Reſpects ſome ſeem to have 
thought that the Son was begotten from an interna 


from another Light; ſome, as the Splendor or Rays of. 
Light from the Sun, or as a Brauch from the Root; 
Some thought him produc'd a little precedent to 
the Creation of the World, as being himſelf %K 
Firſt-bora of every Creature, and in order to be Gods f 
mi niſterial Agent in the Work of Creation, -by ot F 
hr whom all Things were made; ſome, before any i- 
finite Time or Duration, and that he always exiſted: 


( 
with the Father, 
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Theſe were the ſeyeral Speculations of particular 
Writers; on which Account many who are not 


well vers'd in the ancient Books, and have not con- 
fider'd the whole of Antiquity together, obſerving 
T theſe different Explanations; have thought that the 
7 Ancients diſagreed and contradicted each other 
in the Doctrine of the Trinity: Whereas in Truth they 
only differ'd a little in the Explanation of Things, 


„ ſ(which Explanation one way or other was of no 


Moment, nor was thought to affect the general Do- 
2 &rine of the Church] in which Things themſelves 
they were perfectly unanimous. It was ever agreed 


ag on all hands, that of whatever metaphyſical Nature, 
Eſſence or Subſtance the Son, &c. was, whenſoever 


by 


Theſi he Superiority and abſolute Preeminence of the Father, 


or howſoever deriv'd, he was not neceſſarily-exi ſtent, 
but in Oppoſition to it, was expreſly ſaid to be de- 
Srivd by the Power and Will of the Father; and 
that tho' he was before the World, as all agreed, 
yet that the Father did precede and pre-exiſt (as 
ſome expreſly ſaid) before the Nativity, the divine 
Nativity of the Son, as being the Original and Cauſe 
Jof his Exiftence : And it was, as hath been faid, their 
ſexpreſs, concurrent univerſal Doctrine that the Fa- 
her was the One God in Contradiſtinction to the Son, 


ho is not only never ſaid to be the One God or God 


ſapreme, but is frequently in expreſs Terms deny'd 
to be ſo; and that the Father alone was worſhip'd 
as the One God ſupreme, and the Son and Spirit wor- 


ip'd in a ſecondary and ſubordinate Manner, the 


dne as Mediator, the other as the Spirit of Prophecy; 
. and were conſtantly taught to be inferior and fub- 
ed to the Father, In theſe Things, in the ſupreme 
huthoritati ve Power and Dominion of the Father (even 
Þver the Son and Spirit) and in the Inferiorit), Mi- 
Tiſtration and Sulzection of the Son and Spirit to him; 
the Ancients never differ'd, and expreſs'd their Po- 
Etrine clearly and fully both Ways; both in aſſerting 


B 2 and 
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and no leſs, the Inſeriority and Inequality of the x 
and Spirit. This being the Caſe, to what purpoſe 
is it for Dr. Berriman to ſpend ſo many Pages to 
| ſhow (what none of his Adverſaries deny, and what 
all of them are as zealous for as he can be) that the 


Son of God is a divine Perſon and truly God, exift- 
ing before the World, in Oppoſition to ſuch as de- 


ny'd his Divinity, and held him to be a mere Man!? 


This takes up a great Part of the Doctor Book, and 
he has little more to urge till he comes near or to 


the Council of Nice; and the greateſt Part of what 


is related after that Council, is as little to the Pur- 
poſe, being ſpent in purſuing and diſcuſſing from the 
fifth to the preſent Century, the various Factions, 
Diviſions, and mutual Perſecutions of the Athanafian; © 
and Arians, ſo call'd, as either were encourag'd and 
aſſiſted by the temporal Powers, in the contentious, 
dark and ignorant Ages of the Church, when Chri- 
ſtianity was orer-run with Superſtition, and ſoon 


ſwallow'd up in the great Apoſtacy of Popery. 


If the Doctor could have produc'd any thing in N 


Favour of his own Notion, or againſt that of his 
Adverſaries, from the Remains of the primitive 
Church, his Labour would have been uſefully ſpent ; ? 
but not to be able to alledge ſo much as one Inſtance 
directly to his Purpoſe, not one Paſſage teaching the 
Son, &c. to be the one God, God ſupreme or equal to the 


Father in Authority, Dominion, &c. is ſurely, inſtead 
of ſupporting his Cauſe, plainly ſhowing that it 


cannot be ſupported. 


I ſhall therefore in the enſuing Papers briefly | 
conſider every thing which I can pick out of the 


Doctor Hiſtory that is any way to the Purpoſe, 


all which lies in the Compaſs of about an hundred 


Pages of his Book, and ſhow that he has not repre- 


ſented the Tranſactions and Senſe of the Church 
fairly or fully, either before, at or after the Council of 


Nice. 
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The Doctor having no where produc'd ſo much as 
ke Jene Teſtimony from the numerous remaining Re- 
o cords of Antiquity, for the main Points in diſpute, 
it Fro wit, for the ſupreme, independent Divinity and 
e Authority of the Son and Spirit, and their Coequa- 
„. /ity with the Father; but being contented (after 
Dr. ) to argue only for them by remote Infe- 
rences and Deductions from Expreſſions aſſerting 
the Son to be God, and ſeeming (from the Similitudes 
us d) to imply his Conſubſtantiality with the Father; 
and endeavouring at the ſame time to evade with 
3 ſcholaſtic Diſtinctions and quibling Pretences (where- 
in all the Strength of Dr. /——'$ Books lies) the 
many direct and ſtrong Expreſſions of the Subordina- 
tion, Inferiority and Subjection of the Son and Spirit to 
the Father, who is ſet forth as being alone God al- 
s, © ſolutely, and the one God, and ſupreme ultimate Object 
i- 3 of Worſhip, in all the ancient Creeds, and in all the 
public Forms of the Church as recited by thoſe An- 
cients who have tranſmitted them to us; after ſuc); 
in Ja Cloud of Witneſſes for the Catholic Doctrine of 
is the Supremacy of the Father, and the Subordinatios 
of the Son and Spirit, the Doctor ſeems to be ſenii- 
ble of a Want of Evidence on his own Side, and to 
de be pinch'd with the great Appearance of it on 
je the Part of his Adverſaries, ſo as to ſay: © Had 
ze the ancient Liturgies been tranſmitted down en- 
id tire, it might here have been an uſeful Labour 
it to have made ſuch Obſervations upon them, that 

the Worſhip of the Church might come in to the 
ly better Illuſtration of her Doctrine. — In this 
je © Caſe therefore of the Want of the ancient Litur- 
e, gies] the beſt Evidence that can be brought is 
d from the ſcatter'd Accounts which the Writers of 
e thoſe Times have left, who are the fitteſt Wit- 
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© nefſes of the Worſhip, as well as of the Doctrine 
of the Church. As the Father was conftantly ac. 
knowledg'd for the Fountain of the Deity, and never 
repreſented as ating in Subordiuation to the other . 
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Perſons; who on the contrary were always con- WF; 


* ſider'd as ſubordinate to him, and ſuſtaining their 
* reſpective Offices in the Work of our Redemption. 
From hence it is no Wonder if the Prayers of the 
Church ſhould generally be addreſs'd to the Per-; 
ſon of the Father, — thro' the Merits of Chriſt.— 
We acknowledge the plain Footſteps of this Wor- 


* ſhip to appear thro” al! Antiquity, and the Church 
has deſervedly continued it to this Day. Let our 


« Adverſaries make the moſt of this Conceſſion.” 


This Conceſſton, which the Doctor is forc'd to al- l 


low to be the Reſult of the plain Senſe of all Anti- 
quity, is not, methinks, very favourable to the No- 
tion of the Son and Spirit being neceſſarily-exiſtent 
and equally ſupreme God with the Father, coordi- 
nate with him in Nature and all Perfections, which 


is Dr. B—'s as well as Dr. 's conſtant D 
arine. 


Firſt, The Ancients (he owns) conſtantly acknow- 


ledg'd the Father to be the Fountain of the Deity ; which 
is a plain Declaration. of his alone Supremacy, as 


being alone the original firſt Cauſe of all things; the 
alone Fountain of all divine Power and Dignity ; 


[ſo the Words -»y) e mean, not the Fountain 


of THE Deity, as if Deity was a complex Name 


of a Species, and ſuppos'd more Perſons or Gods 
exiſting in it than one ; ] the alone Author and 


Cauſe of the Divinity, and of all the Perfections of 


the Son and Spirit. To be thus the Fountain of Dei- 
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ty is ſurely a divine (nay, if I may fo fay, the moſt „ 


divine and fupreme) Perfection of God; eſpecially 
when it is further conſider'd ( which a faithful Hi- 
ſtorian ſhould have told his Reader) that the Anci- 
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(15) 
be the Fountain of Deity, always plac'd the Unity 
XZ a the Unoriginateneſs of his Perſon, as the learned 
"BBiſhop Pearſon himſelf has own'd : And therefore if 
the Unity of God be itſelf a Perfectiun, the Founda- 
tion of this Unity the divine Parernity can be no leſs 
o. Biſhop Pearſon, But, and the learned Dr. Cud- 
worth t, all admit that it carries in it a Preeminence 
*Fwhich belongs not to the Son, and which makes the 
Father greater than he, in his higheſt Capacity: And 
in the Senſe of the ancient Church it was always 
geſteem'd, and the Father was always || peculiarly a- 
dor'd on account of it, as being the higheſt incom- 
h municable Perfection of God. And yet in Dr. B—'s 
Account, (as alſo in Dr. — s) this ſupreme Per- 
fection is no Perfection at all, but a mere Mode of Exi- 
ſtence, which derives no Dignity, Power, Preeminence 
- For Authority to the Perſon, to the one God and Father 
ef all, who is above all, poſſeſſed with it. Who would 
* imagine, when it was confeſs'd to be the Senſe of 
the ancient Catholic Church, that the Father was the 
2 Fountain of the Deity, that it ſhould yet be pretend- 
Fed to be their Senſe alſo, that the Son, Cc. was 
I rneceſſarily-exiſtent, and nan "or as much the 


k Fountain of the Deity as the Father? But the An- 
1 ſcients were not thus inconſiſtent ; they meant as 
as they ſpoke, and ſpoke rationally ; and not only ne- 


ver taught that the Son was rece/ſarily-exiſtent, but in 
' > Fexpreſs Contradiction to it, conſiſtently profeſs'd 
that the Son was begotten or deriv d by the Wil of 


ds | —— at * 
nd * See Reply to Dr. W—'s Defenſe, Pag. 23 — 102, Ofc. 
of f Creed, Pag. 35. Def. F. N. Sedt. 4. c. 3. Intel. Syft. 
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L ire Atyorlas* Alex. Alex, Epift. apud Tbead. Hiſt. Fccleſ, Lib. 1. 
li- and Tertw!. before him: quod ut efſet nullius eguit auctoris, multo 
* ö ſublimius erit eo, qued ut eſſet alig uem babuit auctorem. Cent. Her- 


5 7023, Ce 18. 
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| (16 ) 
| the Father, and that the Father was the Author 
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Cauſe, Head, and God of the Son in his higheſt Ca- 
pacity: And in this Senſe it was that they under- 
ſtood the Father to be the Fountain of Deity. 
Secondly, The Doctor owns that the Father was ne- 
ver repreſented as acting in Subordination to the other 
Perſons, who on the contrary were always conſider d at 
ſubordinate to him, &c. = 
Who can, after ſuch a Conceſſion, imagine that it 
was the Senſe of the Ancients (as the Doctor would 
pretend it to be) that the Son and Spirit always con- 
ſider d by them as ſubordinate to the Father, were 
yet coordinate with him in Nature and all Perfections, 4 
and equally God ſupreme ? | 
That the Son, ©c. ſhould be conſtantly declar'd| 
to be the Angel or Meſſenger of the Father *, ſent T 
by him, and acting | miniſterialy to his Hill and 
Commands in all Things, from the Beginning of the 
World, and even in the higheſt: Acts of his divine 
Power, in the Creation |] of the World; in all the 
Appearances to the Patriarchs and Prophets before 
and under the Law, repreſenting, appearing and 
ſpeaking in the Perſon of the Father, by his Autho- In 
rity ; executing his Orders, and fulfilling all his 
Pleaſure ; and at laſt ſent by him into the World to 
take our Nature, and ſufter for our Sins, in Obedi-# 
ence to the Will and Appointment of God the Fa- 
ther: That the Son ſhould conſtantly be repreſented} 
as acting thus in Subordination to the Father, who 
on the other hand is always repreſented as the alone 
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_ * Miſſus autem non ſuit pater, ne pater ſubditus alter! Deo, dum 
mittitur, probaretur. Novat. de Trinit. c. 22. and Hil. quis patrem 
non potiorem confitebitur —— ut eum qui miſerit ab eo qui miſſus 
eſt? de Trinit. Lib. 3. and Auguft. propter auctoritatem /olus pater 
* 2 miſſus. * 0 = 

eply to Dr, s Defenſe, g. 129 —=14 7. F 
Reply, c. Pap. 17—23z. ak ” 


abſolute | 


] (17) . 8 
obolute Lord and God of the Univerſe; iſſuing 
ut Orders and Commands, and by his ſupreme 
IT 5:4: Jesu] Dominion and Authority conſtitu- 
Wing che Son and Spirit. to be the“ Executors of 
lem: And yet that all this ſhould be ſo under- 
Mood, as that the Son and Spirit are nevertheleſs 
b/olutely and originally equal to the Father in Power, 
{uthority and Dominion; and that the Father has no 
ore eſſential or inherent Right or Authority to ſend 
he Son and Spirit, than they have to ſend him: and 
hat in the Nature. of the Thing the Father might 
ape ated the f miniſterial Part, and been repreſented 
» Wis [bor d4inate to the Son and Spirit, as well as the 
Wo him. This is ſuch an Explanation of the Senſe 


1 | df the Ancients, which as nothing but the moſt plain 
nd expreſs Declarations can warrant the aſcribing 
dt to them; ſo if any ſuch Declarations could be 
© nade ar rear, they wanuld only ſhow thar rhe Anci- 
e 


Ts were inconſiſtent with themſelves, and would 
SR; uic overthrow their Teſtimony in the like Caſes ; 
And therefore by mere Invention to fix ſuch a Senſe 
upon them not only without but againſt their evident 
and unanimouſly expreſs'd Sentiments to the con- 
Frary, is both highly injurious to them, and to the 
Catholic Doctrine which they maintain. And no- 
thing could ever by mere Imagination be fram'd 
more unreaſonable and abſurd in itſelf, as well as 


ed repugnant to the univerſal Suffrage of Antiquity, 
ho than the fictitious Notion of the Oeconomy [ in which 
ne 


this Gentleman follows Dr. ] founded on an 
Imaginary Compact and Agreement of three Perſons, 
Wuppos'd to be abſolutely equal and coordinate in Na- 
n ture, and original Authority and Dominion; and 
(us — WA We. 3 64M. bs 
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Hence all the Ancients tile the Son and Spirit Imanus DeiJ 
cle Hands of God. | 
T Dr, N ſecond Def, 8 177. 


this} 


(8) 
this, in order to ſolve all the ſtrong Expreſſions d 
the primitive Writers concerning the Supremacy 
and Superiority of the Father to the Son and Spi 
rit; and to introduce in Oppoſition to the Doctrin 
of Scripture, Antiquity, and the Evidence of natur 
Religion itſelf, a Trinity of diſtinct, neceſſarily-exill 
ſtent, equal, independent Perſons or Agents, coordi 
nate in Nature and all Perfections; which is in thi 
laineſt Terms to aſſert the Inpiety of Tritheiſnil# 
his is a Point of ſo great Importance, and in which 
the Glory of the only true God the Father, and of 7 
Sus Chriſt whom he ſent *, and our common Chriſti 
nity is ſo immediately and nearly concern'd ; tha 
all who are zealous for the Truth of the Goſpel, ang 
the Doctrine of the Church of Chriſt in the firſt au 
pureſt Ages, and for the eternal, immutable Ve 
rity of natural Religion itſelf ; ought to call upay 
Dr. H/—— for the Reaſons and Fvidence of { 
ſhocking a Notion laid to the Charge of the prim 
tive Church, for which he has not produc'd the lea 
Footfteps in Antiquity, either from the Antenicene d 
Nicene Church, who both equally reclaim againſt ity 
and which Notion, by direct and neceſſary Conſg 
quence, confounds the Ufe of Language; makes thy 
Expreſſions of Scripture and of the ancient Books 
unintelligible, and fundamentally ſubverts the firi 
Principles both of natural and revealed Religion. 
Thirdly, The Doctor allows that the Prayers of tif 
Church were generally addreſs'd to the Perſon of the Fa 
ther, — thro" the Merits of Chriſt, and that the plail 
Notſteps of this Worſhip appear thro? all Antiquity. 
On this Head indeed the Senſe of Antiquity i 
fo full and ftrong againſt the Doctor's Notion, th! 
had he declar'd it particularly and ar lange, the Su 
Premacy of the Father, and the Suborlination of the 
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1 and Spirit would have appear d beyond Diſpute? 


$ off 


ee Senſe of Antiquity is compriz'd in three Par- 
) 7 3 ulars: | LAKE - — ; MN * FS, 
tl i, That the Father aloze was ever wathhip in 

Wc higheſt Manner as the ane ſupreme God, and ulti- 


De 

. ate Object of Adoration. And this they carried 
far as to repreſent God the Son himſelf * joining 
the Adoration to the Father, and as being | devoted 
in e Morſbip of God the Father. - 

ie Secondly, That the diſtinct Worſhip of the Son was 
oays paid to him, not as being the one ſupreme 
od, but in a ſecond and ſubordinate Senſe, as bein 

cha e only begotten God, the Word, or Son of God, 
an ur high Prieft and Mediator to God the Father for 
aus: and therefore he was never invocated as the 
ima and final Object of Worſhip ; but even when 
We was directly invocated, [of which there are very 
ew Inſtances in Antiquity] the Invocation was un“ 


— 


* 'F1 ge, nel ou put, Y Noe jms] dH e193 F 
ne, Y d, Y wiver ova; Ofov, ownprorIC- n Ts 
ee „%% lf thou wilt, be thou initiated, and thou ſhalt be 


© in the Chorus with Angels, praiſing the unbegotten and in- 


the  corruptible and only true God; God the Word, joining with us 
o in our Hymns of Praiſe.” Clem. Alex. Protrept. p. 74, 75. See 


WI Reply, p. 315— 397. 
= + © 7900) aurs He] A, 6 M ute agxnees Te 


peydas 0 Tavles XY Y Tey/ov aonoy Tee cv]d) © Ty 


HR rag 35 u ν,ꝛ / S TH, . x; worO- © mes)ov - 
Fa Azone]ar ow]netas, © His preexiſtent only-begotten Word, 


the great _ Prieft of the great God, who is before all 

„Time and all Ages, being devoted to the Worſhip of the Fa- 
* ther, is the firſt and only Interceſſor to him for the Salvation 
of all Men. Euſeb. de Laud. Conſtant. p. 718, 719, Where 
ſee the learned Valeſius's Annotation on the Word xalocts- 
ue O-; and his Obſervation of the Corruption of the Word. 
I :g4ors, inſtead of which the Word Joerg is put into the 
Text of Euſebius, by ſome zealous Pretenders to Orthodoxy, 
that the Son might be repreſented as equal to the Father, con- 
trary to the Catholic Doctrine, and (as FValeſius obſerves) to the 
plain Senſe of Euſebius in that Place, |" . 


C 2 derſtood 
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' Thirdly, The Ancients always founded the Wor- 
ſhip of Chriſt on the expreſs Appointment and good] 
Pleaſure of the Father. Juſtin Martyr || upon 'thel 
Text, Thou ſhalt love the Lord thy God with all thj 
Heart, ſays, He who being endued with a pious 


7 


Difſpoſition loves God with all his Heart and all 


© his Strength, will worſhip no other God: Vet he 


will alſo worſhip that Angel of God {Chrift, th 
* Angel A his Ficlenec] 10 being God's Wil [ or 


* Command] that he inoutd do fo.” Whence alfol 
he ſays : 1 ſhall ſhow that with good Reaſon 
* we honour the Son of the true God in the ſecond 
* Place, and the prophetic Spirit in the third Place.” | 


not unto bimſelf* ; and to put up our Petitions to thi 
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And Trenans: F © That according to the good 
ﬆ Pleaſure of the inviſible Father, every Knee might f 
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* Tots 2c21085, &c. reg ys p. 5I, See Reply above. 
* Luke 11. 2 NE ; 
+ Fohn 16. 23. 
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(21) 
« how to Chriſt Jeſus, our Lord and God, and Sa- 
J © yior and King.” 5 
And Origen : || © We demand [of Celſus] concern- 
© ing thoſe whom they worſhip as Gods, a Proof 
* of the ſupreme God having appointed them to be 
« worſhipd: And if in Reply he demands the 
«© ſame Thing of us concerning Jeſus, we will ſhow 
him that God hath appointed him to be worſhip'd: 
= © That all Men ſbould honour the Son, even as they honour 
te Father. % 
And Oprian: * © God the Father commanded his 
Son to be worſhip'd: Which he puts upon his 
being exalted by God, Phil. II, 9, 10, 11. 
All theſe Inſtances ſhould have been fairly pro- 
duc'd by the Doctor in the Account of the Wor- 
Whip of the Father and Son, Cc. according to the 
Practice of the primitive Church: And they demon- 
ſtrate in the plalneſt and mat affe ging Manner the 
WSenſe of Antiquity, that the Son of God, Cc. was 
Inot the One God ſupreme, equal in Power and Domi- 
nion with the Father; fince it is evident they never 
paid the ſame or equal Worſhip to him with the Fa- 
ther: which they would not have fail'd ro have done 
W whoſe Piety and Zeal was ſo eminent and fervent 
for the Honour of Chriſt their Savior] if they had 
nderſtood that he was ſet forth in Scripture as the 
One God, or equal to the Father, or was there directed 
co be worſhip'd as ſuch. And this Evidence of the 
Senſe of the Ancients drawn from their religious 
ſhip, is of the greateſt Moment, and ought of 
ll others to be moſt attended to; and their Practice 
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* Pater Deus pracepit filium ſuum adorari, De bon. i Pat. 
bon '* 9 4 certainly 


(229 A 
certainly deſerves to be continued in, and to be the. 
alone f Practice of the Church, "4" 

The Doctor obſerves further, with Reſpe& ts 
divine Worſhip, ** That there is only one Paſſage 3 
© in a Piece aſcrib'd to Origen, which expreſly diſ- 
claims || the Invocation of the Son : But it is ſo con- 
s trary to Origen himſelf in other Places, and to his 
© own Teſtimony in that very Book concerning the 
* Practice of the Church, as well as to the whole 
Stream of Antiquity beſides, that it muſt be con- 
* cluded, either that Book is none of Origen's, or 
* at leaſt it is one of thoſe which have ſuffer d Cor- | 
* ruption.” 
To which I reply, Firſt, 1 

The Piece concerning Prayer is as deſervedly a- 
ſerib'd to Origen, as any other Part of his Writings. 
Pamphilus Or Euſebius, who wrote an Apology for 


Origen, mentions the Book of * Prayer. amongſt o- 
thers of his Writings: Ana 1t we had not this ex- 


preſs Teſtimony, yet as f Jerome ſays in another 
Caſe, the Language and Stil: plainly diſcover the Au- 
thor, So that any one who is vers d in Origen's Wris 


. 
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eln the firſt and beſt Ages [ſaith the learned Bp. Bull] the 
« Churches of Chriſt directed all their Prayers, according to 
© the Scripture, to God only, thro' the alone Mediation of }elu 
« Chriſt.” Anſwer to a Query of the Biſhop of Meaur 
Pag. 295. And the Learned Dr. Wake, Archbiſhop of Cant 
bury : That we ſhould pray to God only, and to him as o 


% Father, through Faith in Jeſus Chriſt,” Comment. on tl gr 
« Church Catechiſm, p. 130. De 
Pag. 155, 156. 80 


In tam multis & tam diverſis Origenis libris, nuſqam omni 
invenitur unus ab eo liber proprie de anima conſcriptas ; ſicut hab 
vel de Martyrio vel de Oratione, vel reſurrectione Pamph. ſi 
Euſeb, Apol. pro Orig. Dr. Cave alſo expreſly makes that Boo 
a genuine Treatiſe of Origen's Hiſt. Liter. Part 2. pag. 51. 


i Auttoris eloquium Ei ſtili proprietas demonſtrat. Apol, adv. Fs 


— 1 * 


I ( 23) 
I tings, and has a critical Judgment in the Stile of 
X Books, may eaſily ſee that this Treatiſe was un- 
doubtedly wrote by Origen ; and could ſcarce poſſi- 
bly proceed from any other Hand. 

Secondly, As to the Corruption of this 'Treatiſe, Dr. 
Mills, who is no mean Critic, frequently cites it as 
being Origens, without any Note of its being cor- 
rupted; and expreſly affirms concerning his Commen- 
taries on St. John's Goſpel | which are more full a- 
gainſt Dr. B—'s Notion than any Thing in this 
Piece, on which Account Dr. — would pretend 
them to be corrupred alſo] ** that || they are wholly 
* free from Interpolation,” And it is well known 
that thoſe Parts of Origen's Works, whoſe 'Tranſla- 
tion 1 is extant, were not corrupted by Ariant, 
but by ſuch orthodox Writers as Jerome and R 
nus. The ſame is the Caſe with reſpect to the Apo- 


3 folic Conſtitutions, which the Doctor ridiculouſly pre- 
I tends, have been tranſmiticd . a. the Hands of 


3 Arians *, without the leaſt Evidence whatſoever : 
3 Whereas on the contrary, the firſt Writer that ex- 
ri. ¶ preſly mentions and quotes them in the fourth Cen- 
tury is Epiphanius; and it is moſt reaſonable to 
think that the Inſtances of the Form of Doxology in 
them, which the Doctor very falſely affirms to a- 
u ſcribe © equal Glory to the Holy Ghoſt with the 

Father and the Son,” are Interpolations of ſome 
Athanafians ; and would never be found in a Book 
tranſmitted to us by Arians, And tho' there is no 
great Streſs to be laid on the Snarithmetical Form of 
Doxology, giving Glory to the Father, and to the 
Son, and to the Holy Ghoſt ; yet whoever carefully 
reads and conſiders thoſe ancient Writings which 
Ware full of apoſtolical Piety, and the Purity of pri- 


2 i 


W || omni interpolatione liberis, Proleg. in N. T. p. 24. 
k Pag. 159, 160. 
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ſtances allodg'd were not the Forms of the Church, but 


gen. Whoever conſiders all this, will eaſily be con- 
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„through Jeſus Chriſt, in the Holy Ghoſt, To whom be 


(24) 
mitive Doctrine; and khows withal how very fey ih 
Inſtances can be alledg'd, (and how hard. f Baff 
himſelf was put to it to alledge any) out of Antiqui- 
ty for ſuch Form of Doxology ; and that the In- I 


the Speculations of a private Writer or two at the x 
moſt, againſt numerous Inſtances of the Forms thro F. 
the Son, by or in the Spirit, which were the known, It. 
univerſally accuſtom'd Forms of the Church's Dox- 

ology, as far as can be known, and which we more ft. 
particularly learn from || Juſtin Martyr and“ Ori. 4 
vinc'd that the Forms in the Apoſtolic Conſtitution | [ 
have been tamper'd with by ſome Athanafians (thoſe to 
known Corrupters of Books) in the fourth Century, t 
when the Form of Doxology became a Matter of 


Diſpute, And it is not at all improbable what F 


t Philoſtorgius the Hiſtorian, and || Theodorus Mopſue- 


1 See Mr. Mhiſton's ſecond Letter concerning Dorologies 
Fag. 17 — 30. 
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Tos Ts Ys Y T4 diu S , dyic aramiuner the Minifter ta- : 
% king {the Euchariſtical Bread and Cup] gives Praiſe and Glo- 
46 ry to the Father of all, through the name of the Son, and 
& through the Holy Ghoſt. Apol. 2. 5 161. And again, $7} 
Tao J ois egg bhhe whoyBpuey F roi F d, que 
Ts ys aurs Inge eis, Y dis νεν - d ayisr In all 
©« our Oblations we bleſs the Maker of all Things, through his 
© Son Jeſus Chriſt, and through the Holy Ghoſt,” 1bid, p. 162. 
bee Reply, a 2 Las * 3 * 
Evaoyov 5 A ˙νEe½ v SoZonoying, eis FN xdla- 
A * * lu bs, ule . Jede F GAY 
rd ſeęꝶ dus Inog eis © ayio e n F ds dg alovas: 
« having begun Prayer with Doxology, we ought alſo to end 
« with Doxology, praiſing and glorifying the Father of all, 


« Glory for ever. De Orat. p. 147. See more in Reply, pag. 
382 — 389, ; 

+ Hiſt. Eccleſ. lib. 3, c. 13, | | 

|| Flavianus primus ceciniſſe fertur, Gloria patri & filio EP ſpi- 
ritui ſancto. Theſaur, Orthodox, Fid. Lib. 5. c. 30. See Reply F 387: 
ET | | EHu 


(25) 
eus relate, that about the middle of the fourth Cen? 
0, Flavian, afterwards - Biſhop of Antioch, firſt 


Wchang'd the more ancient Doxologies of Glory TO 
he Father, By or Through the Son, IN the Holy 
Ghoſt, and us d in the Church inſtead of them, the 
preſent Form, To the Father, and To the Son; and 
Lo the Holy Ghoſt. But for Dr. B— to ſay that 
Sthis later Form aſcribes equal Glory to the Holy 
. 8G boſt with the Father and the Son, is a manifeſt Un- 
+ truth, and falſifying the Doxology. The Doxology 
1. in the Form which the Doctor would have, no more 
FHaſcribes equal Glory to all the three Perſons, than 
i he Form of Baptiſm does; or than St. Paul's Charge 
o Timothy before God—and the elect Angels *; makes 
v The Angels equal roGod, , | 
offs Thirdly, If the Doctor had underſtood rightly the 
Paſſage of Origen, about which he is ſo uneaſy, and 
Mics ſo many poor Pretences to evade; he might 
have known that in it he does not diſclaim all Invo- 
ies ation of the Son, but only that ſort of Invocation, 
rhich he is there ſpeaking of; and which is the 
a rayer which he elſewhere ſtiles f Prayer in the 
ta proper and emphatical Senſe, namely, that Prayer which 
s finally and ultimately offer'd to the primary and ſu- 
eme Object of it, viz. the Father. And this. is a- 
12 preeable to Origen's Senſe in all other Places of this 
allKreatiſe, and in his other Books, and to all Anti- 
zuity. Origen does not ſuppoſe that Chriſt is not to 
de invocated at all, but only that when iu ted, he 
sto be invocated as Mediator and Interceſſor, to of- 
er the Prayers of the. Church; and to join his, own 
ich them, unto the Father; and is to be the Medi- 
Through whom our Prayers are to paſs ultimate- 
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* 1 Tim. 5. 21. Th, > 1 + - l 18 i” za a « 
1 TepgevZoueda 5 [au7s Ts 5981 £4 Sine (as be, xd]arcay 
foi rel Te9omu is Kugronsgias N KAνν])pÜss os. Lib. 5. adv. 
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his one Son and Word and Image with Supplica- 


(26) 9 
lj to the Father: And therefore Prayer thus offer d 
to Chriſt, is not Prayer in the proper and highet il 
Senſe, but he calls it Prayer [x«axg1cew;] in an in. 
proper, inferior or figurative Senſe. And that this iz i 
his true Meaning, appears from a remarkable Paſ- 
fage in his Book againſt Celſas, which clearly recoti- 
ciles this Paſſage with all his other Teſtimonies; 
wiz, * © We worſhip (ſays he) the one God, and 


* tions and Prayers to the utmoſt of our Power; 
* putting up our Prayers TO the God of the Uni- 
* verſe, Through his only begotten Son: To whom 
* = offer them firſt, entreating him, as being the 


cc 


ropitiation for our Sins, to preſent as our High 
5 Prieſt our Prayers and Sacrifices ¶Thankſgivings] 
* and Interceſſions, TO the ſupreme God over all. 

This ſhows that when Origen ſaid, we were z0t 1 
pray to Chriſt, he meant that we were not to pray to 
him in the ſame Senſe, or in the ſame Manner as 
we pray 'd unto the Father; that our Prayers were 
not finally to centre in his Perſon as the fupreme Ob- 
ject of Worſhip, but were to be underſtood when 
offer d to him, of praying to him as Mediator to 
zreſent our Petitions, and to join his own with them 
Ps, unto God the Father: And ſo all Prayers 
directed to Chriſt were not ſo properly and emphati- 
cally Invocations of him, as of the Father through him; 


and all Prayer in the ſtrict, proper and emphatica 
Senſe belong'd to the Father only. And this fur- | 
— — TENOR PPT ALE | 

1 


* ANA + va Ordv x; T bb yev airs ν noyov x) . 
Tais ud], 78 duν,jd nwiv iris Y agmwator oiCouer. Ted © 
ies Tw 0:0 F anwy Tas was is Te woroyevis d, wh 
ire rescete dvles, aS auToy IN4G WY s F apay fl 
1 1pay TernayayEtly ws ar 10h Y eU H res Quotas %Þ 
Tas Le nav Te bat Tao 09. Ibid. lib, 8. p. 386. See 
Rep. p. 381— 383. 5 0 5 
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(27) 


ber explains another Paſſage of (c) Origen, ſhowing 
Phat in hu worſhipping the Father and Son, li e. 
Ihe Father through the Son] they did {till worſhip 
Put One God [i. e. the one God the Father, through 
„ie Son. ] And Dr. W— himſelf grants that it y 


igen Doctrine, (d) © that Prayer, in the mo 


proper Senſe, is to be underſtood of Prayer di- 
ZE reced immediately to the Father,—Qne Part o 
divine Worſhip, call'd Prayer, is moſt properly an 
FF emphatically Prayer, when directed to the firſt Per- 

. ſon of the Godhead. — Prayer then, properly or 
FX emphatically ſpeaking, is praying to the Father, to 

Ne : F whom all Prayer primarily belongs.” If the other 

4 Parts of Dr. /—'s Doctrine were uniform and a- 

5 reeable to this, we might ſoon agree in the Senſe 

% f Scripture and Antiquity, and joyn our good Wiſhes 
4nd Endeavours that the * Forms and Wor- 

ip of the Church might be render'd unexceptio- 


| ably conformable to the Rule of the Goſpel and the 


ol practice of the primitive Church. 

- * . . . 

b- Having made the preceding Obſervations upon 
Ke Doctor's Conceſſion, which the irreſiſtable Light 

en . 4, o 3 , . 2 7 

to d Evidence of Antiquity forc'd from him in fa 


Pour of his Adverſaries; and in them ſhown not 
ly that he has no direct Teſtimony from ſo much 


en a on ich 
11. one ancient Catholic Writer for his Notion 
mf f the ſupreme Divinity of the Son, &c. and his C- 
6 Brality with the Father; but alſo prov'd that the 


nſtant Doctrine and Practice of the Church was 
Jlainly againſt it: I proceed to examine the grand 
lea on which the whole Scheme of the pretended. 
©richodoxy of the modern Athanafians is founded; 


of 
. 


Ind from which it is concluded, without any direct 


e, 

„ * 
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70 (c) "Eve Y bedr, ws d mo Li, I rar x, * ydr Bregs 
See | 


ININT% adv. Cell, . 386. 
J) Second Befenle, Pag. 400. oo ; 


23) 1 

Evidence whatſoever by way of Inference and De-. 
uction, only according to the Principles of their 
own ſcholaſtic Metaphyſics, to be rue Senſe of the 
ancient Church; and this is the Pretence that it i 
the primitive Catholic Doctrine that the Son and 
Spirit are | Suodor | Conſubſtantiat with the Fußel f a 
The Ancients (ſay they) exprefly teach the Conſul 
ſtantiality of the Son, Oc. and cis conſequentiallſſ 
(they think) infers their Ne-e/la;y- Exiſtence, Supren 
Divinity, Coordination and Cequality with the Fathel 
in Nature and all Perfectiens. This is the grant 
Foundation Principle of what is vulgarly and en 
roneouſſy ſtil'd Orthodoxy. This is perpetually re 
cur'd to and inſiſted on by Dr. — and Dr. B 
and all the Adherents of their Opinion: If thei 
can but alledge the Conſulſtantiality, they think ni! 
thing elſe can be diiputed with them. 9 
I ſhall therefore enter into a particular Diſcuſſic! 
of this Point; examine all the Doctor's Evidenct 
of a Conſubſtanizality ; conſider what Onſubſtanti ali 
or what Senſe of it any Ancients held or rejected 
and how it was receivd and underſtood by t 
Council of Nice, and ſoon after univerſally laid aſi 
or rejected by probably many of the Nicene Biſho 
themſelves, and by almoſt all the Biſhops of Ch 
ſtendom met together at ſeveral Councils. When 
in I ſhall ſhow that the Conſulſtantiality never u 
the Doctrine or Profeſſion of the ancient Catho! 
Church; that on the contrary it was openly ! 
claimed agairft as ſoon as known to be profeiled 
taught, and was upon mature Deliberation reject 
the firſt Time that it was treated of in a public 5 
nod: And that neither thoſe Auntenicenet, who 1 
ſuppos'd to have held it, ever infer'd the Equal 
Neceſſary-Exiflence or ſupreme Divinity of the 8 7 
Oc. from it, but taught the expreſs contrary ; 2 
that the Council of Nice itſelf did not teach in Co 
ſequence of it either the Neceſſary-Exiſteace or * 
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he. Church. The primitive Creeds and Parts of the ancient 
an Liturgies which are extant, are numerous, but nothing 


he Through Jeſus Chriſt: This is undeniable Fact; 

and therefore Dr. B— with the Help of all his 

Friends, has no Evidence to produce but the Spe- 

culations or private Opinions of particular Wri- 
ters, which I ſhall now examine. 

The firſt Teſtimony which Dr. B— (e) alledges 

for the Conſulſtantiality is in a ſpurious Book aſcrib'd 

to Hermes Triſmegiſtus, entitled, () Pamander z 

which the learned (g) Caſaubon, as Dr. Cave tells 

us, thinks to be the Writing of ſome Platonizing 

Chriſtian. And the Doctor has Reaſon to repent of 

having mention'd this Author as an Evidence for 

his Notion, who tho” he ſtiles the Word or Son of 


God Conſubſtantial, according to the Platonical Do- 


ctrine, yet he ſhows that the Conſubstantiality was fo 
far from meaning or inferring the Equality of the 


* 
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(e) Pag. 131. 

(f) 0 W des 9 — hn md nα⁰, ). v8, ü 
Yar by. c. 1. 

(g) Caſaubonui a nullo alio quam Chriſtiano quodam Platoni- 
zante ſcribi potuiſſe, que Pemander kavet, late perſequitur, apud 
Cav, Hiſt. Lit, p. 30. 1 Vol. 
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(30) IJ 
Mord or Son with the Father, that ( Lactanttus tells 
us that he call'd the 2rd, © a ſecond God, viſible 8 
* and comprehenſible, whom the Lord and Creator 
* of all did make,” And here it may be proper to 
obſerve, that as the Notion of the Conſul antcalin 2 
was plainly deriv'd originally as a mere Speculation, 
from the Stoical or Platonical Philoſophy, and was 
from thence propagated at firſt amongſt the (i) Va- 
lentinians and Montaniſts ; [as 1 ſhall more particu- 3 
larly prove with Reſpect to the latter, preſently] 
ſo thoſe few Catholic Writers who can be alledg'd 2 
for the Uſe of it, as Origen, his Scholar Diom fu, 
to whom may be join'd Lactantius, all addicted to 
the Platonic Philoſophy, us'd it conſiſtently in the Þ 
Senſe of that Philoſophy, without ever thinking of 

an Equality to be infer d from it. And therefore 
for Dr. B— [and Dr. / — before him] to pre- 
tend that the Word Conſubſtautiality, aſſerts an Equa- q 
lity of Nature, () in direct Contradiction both to the 
Senſe of it, according to the Principles of the anci- 

ent Philoſophy, whence it was borrow'd, and to the I 
known expreſs Opinion of thoſe ancient Chriſtian þ 

Writers who apply'd it to the Son; ſhows, that i 
they are carried away by the mere Sound of a Word i 
explaind by their own ſcholaſtic Metaphyſics, with- 


(h) Verbum, d UZ h GonToy x, arturov, by 6 ve 0 
T&v Taro! TUNTNS £799" de ver Sap. lib. 4. p. 364. 

(i) For ebe Notion of the Valentinian Conſubſtantial Emanations 
or Generations of Mons. See Iren. adv, Her, lib. 1. c 1. and 
liv. 2. c. 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 24. and when Tertullian had 
broach'd his Montzrift Notion of the Son and Spirit being com 
ſubſtantial Emanations from the Father, he ſhows his Appre- 
henſion that his Notion might be charg'd with introducing 


the Valentinian Scheme. Adv. Prax. c. 8. And Bp. Bull ſays, (1) 
Gnoſticos vocem iſtam ¶ ſeil. 51194517] de ſuis quibuſdam ZEonibus (m 
uſurpaſſe, ſatemur; atque id ſolum teſtantur Ireneus aliique ſert: 
ptores cathelici, Def, F. N. Sect. 2. c. 1. | b 

(k) Pag. 132. | It, 
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Put conſidering, and in Oppoſition to both the ori- 
Final Meaning of the Word itſelf, and the Senſe of 
hoſe Ancients, from whoſe Uſe they alledge it in 
Favour of their own Opinion. 

XZ The Doctor brings a Teſtimony from Euſebius for 
She Uſe of the Word [L-] (1) Confubſtantial a- 
Snongft the Ancients ; and ſays, © that Enſebins aſ- 
X ſures us, he had ſeen this Word us'd by ſome 
learned and eminent Biſhops and Writers amongſt 
the Ancients, to expreſs the ONE Divinity of 
Father and Son.” This is a very flagrant Kalle 
Report concerning Euſebius, who knew Antiquity 


o Setter than to aſſert any ſuch Thing concerning the 
© Wicients, and is a fairer Hiſtorian than thus to miſ- 
F Fepreſent them. The Paſſage cited by Dr. B— is 


in the (n) Margin, ; and Euſebius does not ſay that 
ge Word Conſubſtantial was us'd by any Ancients 
- expreſs the One Divinity of Father and Son; but 
© gnly that in treating of the Divinity of the Father and 
gon, they made uſe of the Word | 5u9%ou; | Conſubſtantial. 
de this ſaying they us'd the Word to expreſs the 
in One Divinity of Father and Son? and can the Do- 
at tor juſtify ſuch a Corruption and Interpolation of 
cd the Words of Euſebius, by putting in the Word One? 
© {Which is the more groſs and more unlikely ever to 
ave been ſaid by Euſebius, becauſe whoever is at 
Il acquainted with his Writing, muſt know that it 
not only his own conſtant Doctrine, that the Fa- 
ber alone is the one God, but that he inſiſts parti- 
larly and at large, that this is the Doctrine of 
e ancient Catholic Church. Further, Euſebius 


* 


and 
Had 


cor- ad no Occaſion to refer to the Ancients for any ſuch 
re- | 
ing 2 

NO Pag. 132. 
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(32) 3 
Senſe of the Word Conſubſtantial, which was na 
then under Debate, and appears no more to har 
been intended by the Nicene Council, than by the 
Ancients before them; but only to juſtify the Ap. 
lication of the Word Conſubſtantial to the Son at all, 
in the Creed then depending; which Word havin 
never been us d before in any Form of the Church 
and once been publickly rejected, occafion'd a jus 
Scruple at the Admiſſion of it. I hope the Door 
will make an Acknowledgment to his Reader of thi 
Abuſe; and be more careful hereafter. . 
Who thoſe Ancients were whom Exſebius ſpeak} 
of as having us'd the Word Conſubſtantial, with Re 
ſpect to the divine Nature of the Son, cannot cer 
tainly be known, becauſe he mentions none of es 
by Name; but it is not unlikely he might mean Te 
tullian, Origen, and perhaps Dionyſius of Alexandru 
alſo. However, theſe before-nam'd are the on 
expreſs ancient Teſtimonies which the Doctor ha 
further to alledge for the Conſul/tantiality : and d 
theſe the Opinions of the two latter are tranſmittes 
to us from Athanafians, out of Writings of the Au: 
thors which are not extant. And nothing coul, 
poſſibly have happen'd more unfortunate to the Dog 
ctor's Cauſe, than that thoſe Ancients from who. 
alone he has any expreſs Evidence of the Conſulſta ' 
tiality of the Son with the Father ſhould remarkab! 
of all others of the Ancients oppoſe that Notio 
which he would ſupport by it. 2 , 
Tertullian | when a Montaniſt] directly aſſerts t 
Conſubſtantiality of the Son and Spirit; yet he is! 
far from uſing the Word to expreſs their Equali” 
with the Father, that he aſſerts, in the loweſt Aria 
Terms, (2) © that there was a Time when the So 
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(n) Fuit tempus cum filius non fuit, ad Hermog. c. 3. 4 
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(33) 

was not: and 28 of the only- begotten 
ord, or Son of God, he ſays: © (o) That which 
is unbegotten is more puiſſant than that which is 
F* begotten ; and that which is anmade is more powerful 
c than that which is made : for that which needed 
F< no Original of its Exiſtence, will be much ſupe- 

© rior to that which had a Cauſe of its Exiftence.” 
And in that very Montaniſt Book, wherein he aſ- 
Ferts the Conſubſtantiality of the Son and Spirit, he 
h Mot only expreſly makes the Son no more than a 
mall undivided Part of the Father's Subſtance, and 
Weriv'd | de patris voluntate, c. 27.] by the Fill of the 
Father; but he alſo aſſerts Humane Souls to be (v) 
cet Ton ſubſtantial with God, as well as the Son and Spirit. 
And beſides, the moſt learned modern Athanafians, 
Particularly Petavius and Huetius have given up Ter- 
galian, with almoſt all the reſt of the Ancients, as 
Peing full againſt that Notion which they with the 

Doctor call Orthodoxy. | 
Y Origen, another Voucher for the Conſubſtantiality, 
vas ſo far from teaching the Equality, &c. that he 
Fs expreſly charg'd by the moſt zealous (2) Atha- 
W-2/iars, as giving handle to the Arian Notions ; and 
Waking the Son and Spirit created Beings. He 
Haught that the Son was begotten by the Will of the 
Father ; and that Angels and humane Souls were con- 
Wubfantial alſo; and his remaining Writings are ſo 


_—_—_— 


(o) Innatum nato fortius, & quod infectum facto validius; quia 
uod ut eſſet nullius eguit auctoris, multo ſublimius erit eo, quod, ut 
Vet, aliq uem babuit auforem. ibid. c. 18. | 

(p) Ex ſubftantia ipſeus ¶ſcil. Dei] animata;. adv. Prax, c. 5. Which 
s very like his Expreſſion of the Conſubſtantiality of the Word, 
bud ex ipſius Subſtantia miſſum eſt, adv. Prax. c. 7. and agtee- 
ble to he Nicene Expreſſion of it, when they ſay the Son is 
YeYrnfes —2 735; e5ics 58 ares] begotten of the Subſtante 
f the Father. 


. 0 See Reply, p. 327 —330- 
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(34) 1 
full and ſtrongly (v) expreſs'd againſt the Doctor? 
Notion, that he may with almoſt as much Reaſo 
pretend Arius himſelf, as Origen, to be a Favoure: 
of his Opinion. | 

Dionyfius, Biſhop of Alexandria, and Origen's Scho- 


lar, is cited by the Doctor out of Athanaſius, for the 
Conſubſtantiality and Eternity of the Son: But Atha 
naſius himſelf does not pretend that he taught the 1 
Son was the one ſupreme God, or equal to the Father 
and had the Doctor, like a fair Hiſtorian, given the 
whole Account of the | pages of Dionyſius, he woull 
have ſhown that it was as oppoſite to what he call 
Orthodoxy, as the Opinion of his Maſter Origen is. . 

() Baſil, an unqueſtionable Witneſs, tells us, tha 
having read his Writings, he did not like ſeveral? 
Things that were in them; that he thought him on- 
who laid the Seeds of the Auomæan Opinion; andy 
that with Reſpe& to the (t) Conſubſtantiality he ua 
faltering and unconſtant, ſometimes holding it and 
othertimes rejecting it; more particularly that (2 
© he held the Father and Son to be not only diſtin 
* but different Subſtances ; and that the Power and 
* Glory of the Son was inferior to that of the Father. 
* And beſides this, he ſpoke very unbecoming 
** Words concerning the Spirit ; not allowing hin 
mo : „ - 

divine Worſhip, but depreſſing him into thei 
* Number of created and miniſtring Natures.” Anden 
(x) Athanaſius, in his Apology for him, owns thatſſhu 


(r) See father Remaris on Dr. W—*s Vindication, &. 


p. $5, 86. (5 
(s) Epiſt, 41. (Z. 
(t) Ibid. | (2 
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(x) De Sent. Dionyſ. Set. 4. . 
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e did indeed uſe ſuch kind of Expreſſions. And 
) Photius chargeth him with making the Son a 
„ Feature. (2) Gennadius does the ſame, and ob- 
Srves with Baſil, that the Arians deriv'd their No- 
> Hons from him. 
i: $ Theognoſtus of Alexandria, another of Origen's Scho- 
« Þrs, is alſo cited by Athanaſius for the (a) Conſubſtan- 
he Wality ; yet he alſo (whom Athanaſins ſtiles an elo- 
r Vent and wonderful Man) was ſo far from holding 
be he Equality; that Photius accuſeth him of making the 
M n a (b) Creature and the learned Dr. Cave (c) re- 
ll; reſents him as maintaining after Origen, the groſſeſt 
Nor, making different Degrees of Dignity in the Per- 
ha ſhes of the Trinity, and depreſſing Chriſt and the Holy 
ral” Pirit into the Rank of Creatures. 
dne Thus it appears, that all thoſe Ancients whom 
achte Doctor can by any ſort of Evidence produce 
waſſhr the Conſubſtantiality of the Son, Cc. were ſo far 
and om uſing it to expreſs (as he would pretend) the 
(v&4uality of the divine Perſons, or the One Divinity 
ni Father and Son; that the moſt learned and zea- 
and us Athanaſians themſelves, both ancient and modern, 
her hre carried their Cenſures of them ſo far [upon 
ung count of their expreſſing ſo ſtrongly the Catholic 
hin hoctrine of the alone abſolute Supremacy of the Fa- 
theſer, and of the Subordi nation and Inferiority of the 
AndſÞn and Spirit to him] as to charge them with fa- 
thaſpuring and holding Arian Doctrines. And hence 


2 


) Cod. 106. 5 

2 Lib, de Eccleſ, Dogmat. c. 4. 

2) Ex Ths d , uoias tov, ws 79 0079s dTAUYATURe 
Ad 1 Decret. Syn. Nic. 

=I) Kriouea ww]ey ampairs Cod, 106. 

rege) Origenis nimium ſequax, errores immiſcuit peſſimos ; inter 
„ 1 IJTyinitatis Perſonas totidem Dignitatis gradus affingens, Chri- 
Mque pariter ac ſpiritum ſanctum ad creaturarum ſortem detru« 
. Cat. Hift, Lit, P · 98. 

he E 2 two 


(35) L 
two Things are obſervable; one, that the Word i 
Conſubſtantial was not underſtood in the Philoſophy 2 
and Senſe of the Ancients, to imply or infer an 
Equality either of Nature, Dignity, or Authority : an f 
other, that thoſe who in the latter end of the four 
Century and afterwards, from the Uſe of it by th'Y 
Council of Nice, infer'd the Supremacy and Coequi 
lity of the Son, Oc. with the Father, did corruy 
the ancient original Meaning and Application 9 
the Word, and thereby introduced Ianovatious int 
the Catholic Doctrine of both the Antenicene an 
Nicene Church, and gave too great Occaſion to thi 
Error of Sabellianiſm on one hand, and to the In 
piety of Tritheiſm on the other hand; into which 
two Hereſies the Aſſerters of the Athanaſian Conſul 
ſtantiality were ſoon divided, as I ſhall have Oca 
ſion more particularly to note hereafter. ; 


That which deceiv'd the primitive Chriſtian Wi Hof 
ters who held in Speculation, upon the Principl| 
of the Stoical and Platonical Phyloſophy, the Word © 
Son of God to be Conſubſtantial with the Father, wiſſ | 
the philoſophical erroneous Notion of the EmanM , ; 
tion of Light from the Sun, to which they comp ph 
red the Son of God from the Scripture-Similituſ Gn 
and Repreſentation of him, as being the Bright be⸗ 
of God's Glory (d); and alſo tid the Brighineſi M fh. 
everlaſting Light (e). As they thought | according to - 
Athanaſins's Repreſentation of the Opinion of 77% dif 
noſtus] that the Sun continued the ſame and undi vide the 
| P. 1 
3 1 
de. 
Sur 
(d) Heb. 1. 3. | | WE 
(e) Wiſd. 7. 26. the 
(f) Ns yer tv 5 H - 6 reg E ed rat Teig 2 ſell 
erat Va" Ts Wyals, des dd 1 di T% celebs dxl ; 
Zehe De Decret, Syn, Nic. And Theognoftus there re! 2 
ſents the Son as LU d]pis] 3 Vapour of Water, which fin 


low Similitude. 


J (37) 

e Rays of Light which iſſued from it; ſo alſo that the Sub- 
Fance of the Father (in the Generation of the Son from 
It) receiv'd no Change, Diviſion or Diminution. The 
ame Notion plainly impos'd upon ( g) Tertullian. But 
Sad they underſtood (as the Truth is) that Rays of 
Wight are divided Parts of the Sun, and that the Sun 
Is really diminiſb d by them; they would probably 
Wave reſted in the Scripture Expreſſion of the Son's 
Wcing the Brightneſs of the Father's Glory, and not 
Nrentur'd to have ſpeculated fo far upon it, as to in- 
er his being Conſubſtantial to the Father, as Light is 
to the Sun; which would conſequentially imply the 
Diviſion and Diminution of the Subſtance of God, as 
we find accordingly in Fact the Notion of the Con- 
ubſtantiality was charg'd with it, and thereupon re- 
g jected by thoſe who were leſs addicted to vain Phi- 
loſophy, and more cloſely adher d to the Doctrine 
of Scripture. 


* * ”—_ — PI 8 


(g) Nec ſeparatur ſubſtantia, ſed ertenditur, Apol. c. 21. Alſo 
adv. Prax. c. 8. This Similitude, founded upon falſe Philofo- 
phy, was made uſe of (and more plauſibſy) by the old Sabellian 
Gnoftics for their Notion of the Son being only a different Ap. 
pearance of the Perſon of the Father; which they repreſented by 
the Sun and its Light ; which Light they argued was only di- 
ſus'd or extended from the San, but was inſeparable from it : and 
thus in like Manner that the Word or Son of God was only a 
diftint Maniſeſtation, and not a different Perſon from the Fa- 
ther. This Notion Juſtin Martyr [who mentions it, Dial. 
p. 1, 20. Edit. Par.] condemns, as making the Son nothing but 
another Name of the Father, [ws 7% 7% n 295 avopd]t pwiroy 
| acl ved Tai] as the Light of the Sun is only difterent from the 
Sun itſelf in Name. But the Word [or Son] he adds; [a&:Jud 

Hey T1651] is numerically (or really) diftinct from the Fa- 

ther; not as the Sun and its Light which is Part of the Sun it- 

ſelf, but as one Light or Lamp is d iſtinct from another, which 
is Fuſtin's Compariſon : and tho' it may ſeem to infer a Conſub- 
: ſtantiality of another ſort, yet that does not appear to be Fu- 


Eins Meaning, but he ſpeaks by way of Similitude only. 


Having 


(38) 


Having ſhown how few Inſtances of ancient Wri- 
ters can be alledg'd for the Notion of the Conſub- 
ſtantiality ; and in what Senſe they underſtood and 
apply'd it without ever inferring a Oequality either 
of Nature or Powers from it. It is moreover obſer- 


vable, that Tertullian is the only Writer who e 
preſly teaches and inſiſts on the Conſubſtantiality of 
the Holy Ghoſt, as well as of the Son; the others not 


directly ſpeaking of that Matter, and are cited for 
the Conſubſtantiality of the Son only. I ſhall there- 


fore (as I propos'd above, p. 23.) ſhow briefly what 4 
Reaſon there is to think that the Doctrine of the 
conſubſtantial Divinity of the Holy Spirit was pecu- 


liarly a Branch of the Montaniſt Opinion. 


Firſt, It is remarkable that no ancient Writer of ? 
the three firſt Centuries either before or after Ter- } 
tullian ever taught that the Holy Ghoſt is God or 
Conſubſtantial with the Father: And Secondly, Ter- 
tullian himſelf never mentions this Opinion, but 
only in the Books which he wrote after he was a2 
(bh) Montaniſt: And Thirdly, He intimates that it 
was a Part of his (7) Montaniſm: And Fourthly, 1 
The () Athanafians themſelves declare that the 
Montaniſts agreed with them in the Doctrine of a a 


coaſubſtantial Trinity. 


(h) De Pud, c. 21. Cont, Prax. c. 12, 31. 


(1) Nos enim — maxime Paracleti non hominum diſcipuli, duos a, 
quidem definimus, patrem & filium, © FAM tres cum ſpirits . 
ſancto, ſecundum rationem economic ¶ ſcil, unius ſubſtantiæ in tri- 


bus colerentibu:, adv. Prax. c. 12.] que facit numerum. adv. 


Prax. c. 13. — Duos & tres FAM jadlitant a nobis prædicari, ſe N 


zero unius Dei cultores præſumunt, ibid. c. 3. 
(k) © OuTar e of N ey us #48 14201 -e Teds » 
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ci. Epiph. Her. 48. Sect. 1. See allo Hereſ. 50. Philaſtr. 


Cat. Hereſ, apud Bib. Pat. Tom. 4. p. 13. Theodoret. Heret. Þ 


Fab. 3, 2. Nicephor, lib, 4. c. 22. Auguſt. Sc. See allo Mr. 


Mhifton's Account of the Origin of the Sabe/lian and Atbanaſian 
Dodtrines of the Trinity. | 


I pro- 


(39 


I proceed to a very remarkable Tranſaction of 
primitive Hiſtory relating to the Conſub#antiality of 
She Son, whereby it appears that after ſerious De- 
Sberation and Diſputation in the Caſe of Paulus, 
Biſhop of Samoſata, it was rejected by a Synod of 
ighty Biſhops, or probably more, as being a Word 
"Sf i Siguification, and implying à Diviſion of the 
vine Unity. 
Dr. B—'s Account of the Matter is; he ſays, 
XF Athanaſius and Bafil (1) have aſſur'd us, not that 
he [Paul of Samoſata] allow'd the Word | 5uwo1& ] 
' F* Conſubſtantial ; but that he diſputed againſt Chriſt's 
Divinity, from the Impoſſibility of his being con- 
ſubſtantial, having firſt explain'd that Word in a 
wicked and abſurd Senſe : he took it groſly and 
corporeally, juſt as thoſe Things are reckon'd 
Conſubſtantial, which are made out of the ſame 
common preexiſting Subſtance, as different Pieces 
of Money made of the ſame Maſs of Metal. 
And this ſeems to be the true Reaſon why the 
Council of Antioch diſus'd the Word, not becauſe 
it taught an Equality of Nature, but becauſe it 
F had been miſapply'd to infer a Diviſion of Sub- 
'F tance, and beginning of Exiſtence.” 
This is both a very obſcure and partial Relation; 
| [wſinuating as if the Council of Antioch had only 
iſus'd the Word Conſubſtantial in the pretended 
@ſurd Senſe which Paul of Samoſata put upon it, but 
Tight allow it in the Senſe of its implying an Equa- 
ty of Nature in the Son with the Father: both 
% hich are untrue. And from all the beſt Evidence 
& the Fact laid together, from Athanaſius and Ba- 
themſelves, it appears that they rejected the Ap- 
»- plication of the Word Conſubſtantial to the Son, in 
' (ery Senſe; as a Word bearing an i Meaning, 
ir. | | 


gs: 2 Tu” 3 » $87 266 OY Land. 
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; W Pag. 146, 147. 4 
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ſoning in that Reſpect the Council agreed, and 


thereupon rejected the Word: or as ſuppoſing te 
Son to be (in the Sabellian Senſe) an undivided & 
fion or Efflux of the perſonal individual Subſtance «W; 
God, which ſeems to have been Paul's own Op 


nion, and to which poſſibly he might in a ſophiſtica 


Manner apply the Word | 5/9:G-] Conſubſtantial 
as well as argue againſt the Word in the other e 
Senſe. If this latter Obſervation is right, it 1e 
conciles what Hilary ſays with the Account 0 
Athanaſius and Baſil. 4 
Hilary obſerves that one Reaſon alledg'd at the 
Council of Ariminum for rejecting the Word | 5uovon; 
Conſubſtantial, was, © that (n) the Fathers [of ti 
© Synod of Anrioch] when Paul of Samoſata was de. 
e clar'd an Heretic, did reje&t the Word Conſul 
* ftantial : becauſe having interpreted this Word it? 
* the Senſe of individual Eſſence, he did thereby? 
* teach the Father and Son to be one ſingular Perſon. 
If this was the Caſe, it was one good Reaſon ft? 
the Council of Ariminum as well as Antioch reject 
ing the Word; which in Fact had been ſo interpre-J 
ted by ſome Athanaſians, in the fourth Century; and 
might not (#) improbably have been before us'd in; 
that Senſe by Paul in the Explanation of his No. 
tion, which was that the (Ag) (o) Word of G pt 
t 


— 
» — 


— — 
—— 


(m) Quod Patres, cum Paulus Samoſatenus heveticus pronm 
ciatus eft, etiam Homouſion repudiaverint : quia per hanc unius 0. 
ſentiæ nuncupationem, ſolitarium atque unicum ſibi eſſe patrem © 


filium prædicabat. De Synod. 


(n) Vid. Petav. de Trin. lib. 4. c. 5. & Bulli Def. F. Nic. p. y 


. (0) 'Ev 0:5 de del ovie Tow avry Avyor t 70 vec mea auTh 


Gee UW dvlewns Ne 5 1% S- A -, wi th 5 7% yn 
Ts 06s c dar; U o& 2476 T6 0:9, Epiph. Hæreſ. 65. 


and „ a Diviſion of the Unity of God; n 
ther as dividing the Subſtance of God into three d. 
ſtinct Subſtances, as Paul argued, and to whoſe Rex 


(4) 
1s not a real divine Perſon ſubſtantially exiſting of 
mſelf, but the internal Reaſon of the Father, ſub- 
Ming, not by Generation or Derivation from him, 
it in him, as the humane Reaſon does in the Mind 
„Man. To this Notion Paul might apply the 
WF ord [ee] Conſubſtanti al, meaning by it [ravJoloies] 
oW@ſubſtantial in the individual Senſe ; and the Fa- 
ers of the Antiochian Synod might have condem- 
ed the Word, thus underſtood, as implying [as I 
an ſhow it was underſtood to imply] a Diviſion of 
el e divine Subſtance, after the Manner of Sabellians 
Id Valentinians, into diſtinct Probolas, Effluxes, or 
ianationt, conceiv'd as conſubſtanttal Parts of one 
bſtanee. And after the Council had declar'd 
e Church's Senſe that the Mrd was a diſtin& 
Wbſiſting Perſon, and really God before the World; 
* might then endeavour to turn the Conſubſtan- 
917i upon their Notion ; and argue as Athanaſius 
Wpreſents him; that if their Notion of the perſo- 
| Preexiſtence of the Word was true; © and (p) 
Chriſt was not (as he maintain'd) of a Man made 
n. Ja God, it would then follow that he muſt be Con- 
fa ſubſtantial with the Father, and [in their Senſe 
however] there muſt be [a Diviſſon of the divine 
re. ¶ Subſtance into] three diftin& Eſſences, one, pri- 
mary (or original) and tuo, deriv'd from it. 
I Thus I think Hilary's and Athanaſius's Account 
Jo. ay be reconcil'd together; and 'tis plain from 
th that the Conſubſtantiality was rejected ; and ad- 
Witting Hilary to be under a Miſtake (as ſome have 
Bought) in ſuppoſing the Conſulſtantiality to have 
my en rejected in the individual or Sabellian Senſe of 


(p) Tov Haas qope Ts biaol@- Y Atyo]O, & lu 
2 e yeſover 6 xeufos 0:35, ud ò h,. £51 7 re, N 
au 7eds vol 10, Ala E re, Tis 3 J e 
a3 wr De Synod, Arim. & Seleuc, Se. 45. Tum. 1, vid. & 
4. 51, 
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(429 1 
it; yer it appears from Athanaſius himſelf, as wel i 
as (we ſhall ſee) from Baſil, that the Word wall 
wholly rejected by that primitive Council, as car 
rying in it the Notion of the Diviſion of the Sub 
ſtance of God, which was indeed a wicked and 
ſurd Senſe, but which they thought was the natur® 
Senſe and Meaning of the Word, and therefore 1 
jected it. 3 
It does not at all appear that they were impos@ 
upon by Paul with a falſe Senſe of the Word; bu 
that they agreed to his Interpretation of it, as in! 
ferring a Diviſion of the divine Subſtance. Ti 
was their Senſe of it, and they knew of no good oi 
that the Word was capable of. Athanaſius does in 
Manner own as much, ſaying of them, that (ö 
& writing in a more plain ſimple Manner concern 
e ing the Divinity of the Son, they did not nice 
* underſtand the Word Couſubſtantial, but ſpoilf 
© their Senſe of it according to their own naturcn 
Conceptions of it.” Is 
And their natural plain Conceptions [ who wehe 
not us'd to vain philoſophical Diftin&tions] werfÞvo 
that the Word Conſulſtantial was of an il SignificatiWe: 
and imply'd & Diviſion of the divine Subſtance ; An 
therefore was to be rejected. er 
Baſil tells us, (r) © they rejected the Word . 
© ſubſtantial) as having no good Meaning; for that 
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; (43) 
gad that being conſubſtantial, imply*d the Notion 
of Subſtance (or Eflence) and of thoſe Things 
FF which are deriv'd from it; ſo that the Subſtance 
F< (or Eſſence) being divided, did thereby give the 
IF Denomination of Conſulſtantial to thoſe Things in- 
to which it was divided.” 
The Diviſion of the divine Subſtance was that 
Which this primitive and truly orthodox Council 
aſtly abhor d; and they thought the Word Con- 
auiuſtantial 4 ſuch a Diviſion; they knew no 
dther Senſe of the Word; for Athanaſius owns 
Fhey ſpoke their natural real Sentiments of it; and 
* they rejected it as a Word of 70 good, but 
f a very bad Meaning. And this is a direct and ma- 
ifeſt Evidence that the Doctrine of the Conſubſtan- 
uiality of the Son with the Father was not the anci- 
nt Catholic Doctrine of the Church; ſince it ap- 
dears that a numerous Synod of Biſhops not only 
new nothing of any ſuch Doctrine, but rejected it 
As wicked and abſurd. Had they known that it was 
re@he Catholic Doctrine, and only rejected it (as Dr. B. 
en vould pretend) in the Senſe put upon it by Paul to 
tiWeceive them; they would no doubt have explain'd 
an what Senſe they admitted it, as well as in what 
Senſe they rejected it: And had they thought the 
CV ord Conſulſtantial could be apply'd to the Gene- 
thation of the Son before the World without inferrin 
; Diviſion of the divine Subſtance, they would pro- 
dably have declar'd this their Opinion, as the Coun- 
il of Nice afterwards did, and not have rejected it 
holly. But as Athanafius obſerves, they were not 
acquainted with this nice Interpretation of the 
:,&Vord ; they took it in the plain, obvious and natu- 
al Senfe, in which Senſe they were of Opinion that it 
ovF&>xpreſs'd a Diviſion of the divine Subſtance, and this 
9, *Þcing a very abſurd and wicked Senſe, as Dr. 3 
Pons, they accordingly rejected it. And indeed, 
ho' Athanaſius apologizes for the Uſe of the Word 
*Y 3s a Conſul- 


Conſubſtantial by the Council of Nice, and alledgy "iſ 
that they did not therein (as the Arians objected 
eontradict the Senſe of the Council of Autioch; yet 
if the Nicene Council had underſtood the Word i 
the plain, natural and obvious Senſe, I do not ſs} 
how it can be clear'd from interfering with it. 1 
be [5:9a16-] Conſulſtantial, does in true Philoſophy, 
and in the ſtrict grammatical Senſe of the Wory 
imply (as the Council of Auticch underſtood it): 
Diviſion of Subſtance into more ccnſulſtantial Sub 
ſtances: It is the complex Notion and Name of: 
Species; and whether the Subſtances are in E 
ſtence actually ſeparate or not, or howſoever united 
it really alters nothing. And therefore the Coun- 
eil of Nice profeſſing the Conſudſtautiality, and at th 
fame Time declaring againſt the Diviſion, ſhows tha 
they did not underſtand the Word in the plain, 1 
teral and vulgar Senſe, but in a Senſe peculiar] 

and not ſtrictly philoſophical [as ſhall be conſiderd 

hereafter] and thus, tho' in Vords, they did contra 
dict the Antiochian Synod, yet in Senſe and Meaning 
they did not: And there ſeems to be no other res f | 
ſonable way of reconciling the two Councils. Di 
B—'$ adding that the Council did not diſuſe tt 
Couſubitantiality, becauſe it taught an Equality of Ns 
ture, is what I do not well underſtand the Purpoſ 
of, unleſs he would infinuate that they held the £ 
quality of Nature, notwithſtanding that they rejected 
the ConſubRtantiality ; which is both abſurd and un 
true. Had they held the Equality it is no way pro 
bable they would have rejected the Conſubſtantialit 
ſince three diſtinct ſubſiſting Perſons equal in Na 
ture, would be in Conſequence conſubſtantial ; I tho 
on the other hand, upon the Principles of ancient! 
Fhiloſophy, Confubſtautiality did not infer Equality) 
and in that Caſe the Point of Diviſion would ſigniff 
nothing: for three equally ſupreme united Gods is 
as great an Abſurdity and Impiety, as three " 


= 
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d Gods; as they would undoubtedly have thought 
Has in Reaſon they muſt] the three divine Perſons to 
Pe, had they believ'd them to be equal in Nature, and 
To be three equally ſupreme Perſons or Agents. There- 
Wore as they did not think of an Equality of Nature 
Jpeing taught in the Word Conſubſtantial, and reject- 
Ed it as inferring a Diviſion of the divine Subſtance, 
and deſtroying the Unity; ſo the Letter in which 
They wrote an Account of their Belief is a demon- 
ſtrative Evidence that they did not hold an Equality 
Nature, or of Powers in the divine Perſons ; but 
i- Fery clearly and ſtrongly profeſs'd the Catholic Do- 
d Firine of the alone Supremacy of the one God and Fa- 
* Ther of all; and of the Subordination, Miniſtration, 
he nd Subjection of the Son and Spirit to him. 

W They ſay; We (5) believe that the Son of God 
F who xifted always with the Father, did fulfil the 
ar, F Will of his Father in the Creation of the World: 
1 for he ſpoke, aud they were made, he commanded, and 
ra they were created. Again, © that (t) it was he, 
um k who fulfilled the Eil of his Father in appearing 
ea F to the Patriarchs, ſometimes declar'd to be an 
Dr Angel, ſometimes Lord, and ſometimes God: but 
Ait is Inpiety to ſtile the ſupreme God an Angel; but 

Ni the Son is the Angel of the Father, being alſo 

ol Lord and God.” 

EIn which Words can any Thing be plainer than 

Geeſe following Particulars ? 
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—_ 
Firſt, The Subordination of the Son to the Anthy. 


rity and Will of the Father, exemplify'd in being the 
Father's miniſterial Agent in the Creation of the 


World; by whoſe Command it was created By ( 


thro'] the Son. 


Secondly, The ſame Subordination, Miniſtration and 


Sul jection of the Son to the Father, in his being the 


Father's Angel, and the Maſſenger of his Will to tie 
Patriarchs to whom he appear d by a Miſſion from the 


Father. 


his Angel. 
This was the primitive Catholic Faith of the Fa 


Thirdly, The Diſtinction and Subordination of the 
Son to the Father, even as Lord and Ged : the 80 
being declar'd to be ſo Lord, and ſo God, as not u 
be himſelf the ſupreme God, but the Angel of the ſu- 
preme God, viz. the Father, whom it would be 
zmpicus to ſtile an Angel; that we may thereby knon ? 
that the Perſon ſtil'd Lord and God in Scripture, and 
alſo Angel, is not and cannot be the ſupreme Gu? 
{ whom it is impious to ſuppole to be call'd an Ange! 
but the Son of God, miniſtring to the Will of the 
fupreme God even the Father, and therefore ſtil 
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thers of the Council of Antioch, which Dr. B—, “ 


untairly. 

{ ſhall draw one Obſervation more by way of In 
ference from the Deciſion of this Coancil, to ſho 
that the Conſubſtantiality was not the Doctrine of th 
ancient Church. 

Had the Church taught the Conſubſtantialiiy, th 
Diviſion of the divine Subſtance thereby, being! 
obvious an Objection, as appears from the Sent! 
ments of the Council of Auch, would undounbtedl 
have been made againſt it by thoſe who oppos'd th 
Church's Doctrine, But no ſuch Objection havin! 
ever been known to be made againſt the primitin 
receiv'd Doctrine of the Trinity, is a good Arg! 

| 1 me! 


we have ſeen, has repreſented very partially and“ 
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1 (47) 
: Went to prove that the Conſubſtantiality was not pro- 
© eſs'd in the ancient Church. The Learned Biſhop 
e u) Bull, I know, [and Dr. — has borrow'd the 
! Miſtake from him and others] alledges that the Ob- 
Section of the Di vi ſion of the divine Subſtance was an- 
iently made againſt the Catholic Doctrine of the 
Trinity ; and makes uſe of this as an Argument 
Sthat the primitive Church held the Conſulſtantiality, 
he Wagainſt which he ſuppoſes the Objection to lie. This 
the learned Biſhop fancies was objected by ſome 
he Wold Aſſerters of the Sabellian Notion, which he in- 
on ers from a Paſſage of Alexander, Biſhop of Alexan- 
to Wgria, and thinks that Juſtin Martyr intimates as 
u- much. Dr. W— ſays; © We (x) find Footſteps 
be “ [of the Objection of Diviſion] as early as Fuſtin 
on FE Martyr, We meet with it in Tertuli an as urg'd by 
and “ Praxeas. Tatian and Theophilus both allude to it. 
Gu © Sabellius was full of it; and it was afterwards one 
ge, “ of the chiefeſt Pretences of Arius. — Now (adds 
the J“ he) what Colour or Pretence could there have 
ti“ been for the Objection, had not the Catholics 
* profeſs d a proper Communication of the ſame 
Fa“ Subſtance? or could it ever enter into any Man's 
„“ Head to make ſo weak an Objection to the Ca- 
and“ tholic Doctrine, unleſs a proper Conſulſtantiality 

had been taught by them ? ” 
This may appear plauſible as it is confident ; but 
the Misfortune is, that there is not one Word of 
I Iruth in it. The Doctor has no Evidence that any 
ſuch Objection was ever made, as is here pretend- 
tb ed. And tho' Dr. 1/—'s Plea has receiv'd alrea- 
ng dy a ſufficient ()) Anſwer, yet I ſhall here add 
zen ſomething further to put an End to that Pretence 
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aint (u) Def. F. N. Seck. 2. c. 1, 4. 

muy (x) Defenſe, pag. 383, 384. 

Arg (y) Reply, pag. 472,473. 
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(48) = 
hereafter, and ſnow that in the Paſſage of Alexander; 
on which Bifhop Bull chiefly builds his Opinion, 
it is not fappos'd that Sabellians and Valentinians * 
made the Objection of Diviſion againſt the Catholic 
Doctrine, but on the contrary, that the Obje&ion 
lay againſt the Sabellian and YValentinian Notion. * 

The Words of Alexander are; We (z) believe 
* in one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the only-begotten Son 
* of God, begotten not out of nothing, but of the exi- 
* ſting Father: not after the Manner of Bodies, by 
 Seftions or divided Emanations, according to the 
Opinion of Sabellius and Valentinus; bur after an 
* ineffable and inexplicable Manner.” Here the 
natural Senſe of the latter Part of the Words is, 
that the Opinion of Sabellius and Valentinus ſupposd 
the Son and Spirit to be divided Effluxes, Sections or 
Emanations; and not that they had objected this 
Notion to the Church's Doctrine. That the Valen- 
tinians held ſuch divided Emanations is manifeſt: 
Tertullian (a) chargeth it upon them (and lrenaus e 
before him) and the Biſhop owns it. Therefore ge 
the Biſhop not very fairly] drops the Word Vaulen- 
tinus in the Paſſage of Alexander, as conſcious there 
was no Pretence to ſay the Yalentinians, who were ein 
known to teach the Doctrine of Emanations of Em 
divided from each other, had objected this Diving 
againſt the Church: and he ſuppoſes the Objection 
to have come from Sabellians only, and according toe 
his own Interpretation puts in part at leaſt an ab- 


fard Senſe upon Alexander's Words. The Biſhoy 
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(2) IH eig ivd xe¹μνe Inge Xerody Thy toy 74 Des Th 
Hej? YS ν ννν νẽu T8 H v, a e 78 3 me 
Teds, & * Ta; TOY owpt Y oporifiilas, Tals Tomas, it Tai 
e Jiaipeotwy ji s, c Babi it) BanzvTive d 
E appiTos 1, ny ̃ apud Theod. Hiſt, Eccleſ. lib. 1 

(a) Valentinu; — ſuas diſcernit & ſebarat ab auſtore- 
ady, Prax. c. 8. | 
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as led into the whole Miſtake for want of know- 
g that the Catholics [ whether rightly or not] did 
pject Divifion of the divine Subſtance to the Sabellian 
otion as well as to the FValentinian; which makes 
Wc Senſe of Alexander clear, and ſhows that he was 
Peaking of an ObjeRion againſt the Valentinian and 
e abelian Scheme, and not of one of theirs againſt 
She Catholic Doctrine. | 
That this is Alexander's true Meaning [which In- 
y Merpreters have hitherto miſtaken] is further evi- 
ce Went from an authentic Letter of the Presbyters and 
n Weacons of Alexandria to Alexander himſelf, where- 
ze MW they lay before him the Faith which they had 
„ Jeard him profeſs, and which they had been taught 
d y him: In which Letter they obſerve, © that (4) 
or Sabellius dividing the Unity callF'd [| God] both Fa- 
is ther and Son.” Sabellius had divided the perſonal 
1. Pnity of God, into three Perſons, contrary to the 
t :Watholtic Faith. And tho' indeed Sabelizs did ſup- 
u Foſe but one real divine Perſon or ſubſiſting Being, 
re et he ſo explain'd his Notion of the Son and Spirit, 
en-. Is to give Occaſion to the Objection of Divi ſion of 
ref he divine Subſtance, repeſenting the Father under the 
re imilitude of the Sun; and the Son as a Ray emitted 
From it, as (c) Epiphanius informs us; and which is 
e old Gnoſtic Explanation mention'd by (d) Juſtin; 
Ind a (e) learned Perſon tells us from Theodoret, that 
e made the Son and Spirit | rouds x, da2ÞSoies] Secti- 
vs and Effluxes from the Father; which is the very 
10p hing which Alexander ſpeaks of. 
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(b) SaBranC- TW H, iaiyay yordTLIEey: aver apud 
tbanaſ. de Synod, Arim. & Seleuc. & apud Epiphan, Hereſ. 69. 
Je) 8 62. Sect. 1. See allo Hæreſ. 31. adv. Valentin. 
. 168. 
(d) Dial. p. 372. Feb. | 
(e) Diſcourſe in Defenſe of Dr. Clark againſt Mr, Nelſen's 
nend. By a Clergyman in the Country, pag. 70, TY 
* 2 Fuſtin 
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ference betwixt his and the Valentinian Notia? 


(50) 

(f) Juſtin Martyy ſuppoſes no ſuch Objection? 

Divifion of the divine Subſtance to be made again 

the Doctrine of the Church in his Time: He dent 

that it follows from his Notion and Repreſentatic WW 
of the Generation of the Son by the Mil of hy 

Father, which he illuſtrates by a Light or Lamp bein 


lighted by another; adding, that it is without Div 
fron, left any ſhould object it; and to ſhow the DUH 


nn 


which infer'd Diviſion, * 
Tertullian was indeed liable to the Objection of th 
Diviſion of the divine Subſtance ; and this is a ſtroꝶ Wc 
Argument of the Truth of what I am contendinJ 
for, namely, that the Conſubſtantiality was not ti? 
Doctrine of the ancient Catholic Church; becau 
the Objection was not made againſt him by Praxen i. 
as an Objection againſt the public Faith of h 
Church; but was made by the Catholics themſehe 
againſt the particular novel Notion of Tertulia ni 
who had imbib'd the Montaniſt Opinions, and vi 
the firſt who profeſſedly taug e the expreſs Cuſt@! 
ſalſtantiality of the Son and Spirit witu the Father ! l 
which being unknown to the Body of Chriſtians bia 
fore, they exclaim'd againft it as (g) dividing the Un 
ty, and introducing a Plurality of Gods. And Tertuliqn 
had no way to avoid the Charge of bringing into ti r 
Church the exploded Valentinian Conſubſtantial 
parate Emanations, but by declaring the Son an" 
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(f) Dial. p. 373. Feb. 

(g] Simplices enim quique —— que major ſemper Credentium pu (| 
eft, quoniam & iſa regula fidei a pluribus Deis ſeculi ad unicum WY (: 
verum Deum transfert : non intelligentes unicum quidem, ſed u 
ſua eto pig. e credendum, expaveſcunt ad oizoyouiay. Num ey 
rum & diſpoſitionem Trinitatis, Diviſionem preſumunt unitatis. (| 
Itaqus duos & tres FAM jactitant a nobis prædicari, ſe vero UnWr: 
Dei cultores præſumunt. Adv, Prax, c. 3. | Ira 
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(5r) 
Writ to be undivided (%) Parts of the Subſtance of 
Father, as Rays of Light (he ſuppos'd) were of 
Je Sun; and thereby ran very nearly into that Sa- 
ian Notion, which he was oppoſing. 
% Theophilus is wholly free from the Objection of 
in /n, obſerving only that the Catholic Notion 
the Generation of the Son is not like the Origin 
che [Teil:; dec] Sons of the heathen Gods, whom 
o Weir Poets and Myrhologiſts repreſented as being 
SÞriv'd in the way of (i) humane Generation. 
b Laſtly ; Tatian was juſtly chargeable with the Ob- 
mn tion, who had left the Doctrine of the Church, 
in Ind run into the (&) Valentinian Notions. 
Thus it appears that there is no ſort of Evidence 
ul che Conſubſtantiality being the Doctrine of the pri- 
en Witive Church. That the Objection of the Diviſion 
t the divine Subſtance, which might ſeem to imply 
lud J, was not urg d by Valentinians and Sabellians a- 
ia inſt the Catholic Faith; but on the contrary, was 
Fade againſt the Palentinians and Sabellians [as Alex- 
Oi der and others inform us] by the Catholics them- 
el elres. The Gnoſtic or Valentizian Conſubſtantiality 
bees always charg'd with it. The Montaniſt Conſub- 
Uu antiality was reclaim'd againſt in Tertullian on the 
ine Account: and the great Council of Antioch 
MWondemn'd and rejected it for the ſame Reaſon. 
But the Objection was never urg'd againſt the Do- 
rine of the Church, till the Conſulſtantiality was re- 
eivd by the Niceue Council. 
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(h) Poitio aliqua totius. ibid. c. 26. 

(i) 'O Abyos 6 a8 beg, os £51 Y ide ure, uy, ws oi TorTas 
; uloyegru Atysor yes d ix ownoing tyErroutres: ad Au- 
lyc. lib. 2. p. 129. — 

(k) Tertullian ſays of him; totus ſecundum Valentinum ſapit. 
'reſcrip, adv. Heret. c. 52. And Theodoret in like Manner; nes- 
17270 TAs T8 TAdGUATYS h2GMds, v Mev BaatrTive Twv af" 
"Wy T&5 T&;Coads, Heret. Fab. lib. 1. 
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( 52) 


Having brought down the Controverſy concern 
ing the Doctrine of the Trinity to the Council d 
Nice; becauſe the Tranſactions of that eminent JS. 
nod are look'd upon to be of the greateſt Impor. 
tance, and have been thought and are ſtill pretend 
ed to decide the Matter in favour of modern Athy 
nafianiſm or Scholaſtic Orthodoxy (fo call'd.) I ſhall \J 
more particular in the Hiſtory of that Council, and 
with the ſtricteſt Regard to Truth, ſhow that the! 
Council determin'd nothing for the Neceſſan-Eu 
ſtence and Coequality of the Son with the Father: ae 
that there is the greateſt Reaſon to think that h 
primitive Catholic Doctrine of the alone Supremacy o 
the Father, and of the Subordination, and Inferior 
of the Son to him, in Nature, Authority, Domini 
and Moſbip, was the Doctrine profeſs'd and taugt . 
by the Nicene Fathers. 7 

It is well known that the meeting of the Counc n 
of Nice was occaſion'd by a Diſpute betwixt Ariu 1 
Presbyter of the Church of Alexandria, and his BW: 
ſhop Alexander. The Occafion, Beginning a 
Manner of the Diſpute is left obſcure and variouſ 
related by Hiſtorians. = 
Dr. B— fays from (1) Theoderet, © that (in) it wiki: 
Envy and Ambition | in Arius upon Alexander's Ac ? 
vancement to the See of Alexandria] that brouzWec 
* on a fatal Reſolution to oppoſe his Biſhop. R | 
* And this he did in a moſt weighty and import. 
* Article. For whilſt Alexander ſtedfaſtly adher 
* ro the Catholic Doctrine, That the Son is of « 
* Subſtance with the Father, and the Object of the ſaniiffp: 
* Wiiſhip ; Arins was of a contrary Opinion.” He ad 
preſently after: "Tis likely (i) he [ Arias] mig 
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(1) Hit. Ecclef. lib, 1. Ge 2. Ecclef. lib. I. c. 15. 1 
m) Pag. 164. 0 
{n) Pap, 166, 
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(53) 
vent his Blaſphemies at firſt in private, and wait 
till he had gain'd a competent Number of Diſciples 
to eſpouſe them, — and at length a public Confe- 
rence of Alexander with his Clergy gave him the 
geſir'd Opportunity of publiſhing his Hereſy.” 
W'his is the Sum of the Riſe and Manner of the 


ontroverſy betwixt Arius and his Biſhop, which 
Ihe Doctor is pleas'd to give out of one Hiſtorian 
nly, and to repreſent the Matter with the moſt 
Favour on one Side, by Additions and Infinuations 
pf his own without any Evidence; ſuppreſſing at 
he ſame time the fuller and clearer Accounts of 
ne other [even Athanaſian] Hiſtorians, which place 
n he Matter in another View and better Light. 
i Theodoret's is the moſt imperfe& Account of any; 
9 nd as he is the only Hiſtorian of four who writes 
That Arius oppos'd his Biſhop out of Exy; ſo it is 
nc mot at all agreeable to the Relation of the other 
ui three; and more particularly to what one of them 
Days, viz. That (o,) Arius was in great Eſteem with 
au Mlexander, and that it was after ſome time, and be- 
ulß Fung urg' d by ſome of his Clergy, that he and Alex- 
nder oppos d each other; and in the Event indeed 
u fatally diſagreed. | 
An As to the Doctor's Pretence that Arius firſt vent- 
uzWed his Notions in private, it is a mere Fiction with- 
Hut any Ground; Theodoret himſelf ſuppoſeth that 
reaWhe firſt declar'd his Opinion openly in the Church; 
ner e) which is agreeable to the Relation of the other 
yj Hiſtorians, who intimate nothing at all of his pro- 
 ſoWpagating his Tenets in private, and repreſent the 
add 
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(0) M dg ty THF & ewTov., Soz. Hiſt. 
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firſt Publication of Arius's Doctrine to have been in ; 
as public a Manner as poſſible. q 
The Emperor Conſtantine's Account lays the Oc- Þ 


caſion of the Diſpute and Quarrel to () Alexanders 
propofing a frivolous Queſtion among ſt his Presbyters, and 
to the imprudent Reply which Arius made to it, and 
which caus'd the Oppoſition and Diſcord between 
them. Socrates ſays the Diſpute began upon Alex. 
ander's once diſcourſing in the Preſence of his Pres- 
byters and the reſt of his Clergy (v) with more than 
ordinary Warmth concerning the Trinity, and aſſerting 
an Unity in the Trinity, Which Arius, one of his 8 
Presbyters, thinking to favour the Sabellian Opinion, 
out of Opppſition to the Sabellian Doctrine, went 
into the contrary Extreme, and vehemently opposd 
what his Biſhop had ſaid ; and aſſerted that the 
Son, as being begotten, had (s) a Beginning of Exi-% 
ſtence; and that from thence it follow'd (:) that then 
was a Time when the Son was not; and that in neceſſay\\ 
Conſequence he had his Sub fiſtence out of nothing. "Thelen 
novel Aſſertions occaſion'd much Diſpute not onlÞh 
in Alexandria, but throughout all Aeypt, Libya, ano 
the upper (u) Thebais, &c. and (x) many of othe 

Churches, eſpecially Euſebius of Nicomedia, favour a! 
Arius's Opinion: Upon which Alexander grew very mur 
( incens'd, and calling a Council of many BiſhopiſWpt 
together, he depos'd Arius and his Adherents, aud 


(q) Conflant. Lit. apud Euſeb. in Vit. Conſtant, lib. 2. c. 69. bd 
(r) $:xd)1uw]:egv. Hiſt. Eccleſ. lib. 1. c. 5. . 
(s) E 6 Terng Eyivrnos Thy , dey ls vnageews £9 
$eivvnfeis. Ibid. | 
„ (t) Kai er 77s Her; 374 by 876 d by 5 yds" dF 
#= dE , £5 us, by *Y ev euTdy Tby ud, ibid, 


Atha. Orat. 1. cont. Arian, p. 2 205. ] 
(n) Ibid. c. 6. fe Mis 2) 
1 EwrAtuCavo]o Ty Ageis SoZn moAAvt wiv ν νοσννν,; 5 
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rote the Account to all the Biſhops of other 

Thurches abroad. 

Elt is neceſſary to make one Obſervation on what 
Dr. Þ— alledges from the Account of Socrates, from 
Fhom he tells us, that Alexander in explaining the 
PDocirine of the Trinity, had aſſerted the inſeparable Uni- 
f Subſtance *®. Unity of Subſtance is put in Htalick 
baracters, as if they were the Words of Alexander, 
nd Socrates is refer'd to for them: and yet neither 
in Scrates's Account of Alexander's preaching con- 
g Ferning the Doctrine of the Trinity, nor in Alexan- 
is er's large Epiſtle general to all the Biſhops which 
n, e recites, and to which Dr. B— refers, is there 
* Iny ſuch Aſſertion of Alexander's as an inſeparable 
rity of Subſtance in Father and Son. All that Alex- 
ne Wager there aſſerts is, that the Son is not, as the Ari ans 
„ Þught, (z) unlike in Subſtance to the Father, as being 
e perfect Image and Brightneſs of the Father : Whence 
a} is reaſonable to infer, that he thought the Son 
ele as like in Subſtance to the Father, which he blames 
al de 4rians for denying ; and in explaining his No- 
and on, he never goes any farther. And in his other 
helf getter to his Nameſake of Conſtantinople, he expreſly 
ar Wakes the Father and Son (a) two ſub/iting Natures 
nr Beings.) Whence it appears that Dr. B— has 
107 Wot that ſtrict Regard to Truth, which ſo ſerious 
aud important a Matter as he is treating of, re- 

Ulres. 

But to proceed; Soxomen's Narration is moſt full 
bd particular, and has ſeveral precedent Circum- 
ances which are omitted in the other Accounts, 
d ſets the whole Matter in the cleareſt Light. He 
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z) IId av - Ty del T% res, 6 av dd e N 
a0 Y A e. Socrat. Hiſt, Eccleſ. lib. 1. c. 6. 
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ad. Theodoret. Hiſt. Eccleſ, lib. I. c. 4. 
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that ſome who heard him, (c) blam'd Alexander {4 


Parties to a Diſputation. Here probably it wil 
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: 


relates that Arius [who was the public (5) Expoſits q 


of Scripture in the Church of Alexandria] in hi 
public preaching had firft vented his Opinions; an 


allowing him to preach ſuch novel Doctrines. pe 
their Complaints Alexander thought it beſt to hay 
Matters which were (as theſe ſeem'd to him to be 
of a (d) donbtful and diſputable Nature, debated fa 

ly on both Sides: and accordingly fitting as Judy 
with ſome of his Clergy, he brought the contendin 


that Alexander put the Queſtions for them to debar 
which Conſtantine's " nora ſpeaks of. Each Side en 
deavour'd in Diſputation to get the Victory owl 
the other. Arius defended what he had ſaid ; as 
the others on the contrary maintain'd, that th 
Son was (e) conſutſtantial and coeternal with the E 
ther. Alexander order'd a ſecond Council, but the? 
Heats and Oppoſition continued, and they could h 
brought to no Agreement. The Matter in qu 
ſtion ſtill ſeeming to Alexander to be (F) doubrful au 
hard to be decided, he was perplex'd and waverig 
in his Opinion, and ſometimes of one Side, ſom 
times of the other. But at laſt he gave into thei 
Opinion, who aſſerted the Conſubſtantiality and C 
ternity of the Son; and commanded Arius to ag 
with them. But when he could not prevail wii 
him, and many of the Biſhops and Clergy who it 
with him in Council to hear the Debate, thougi? 
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(b) Theodoret. Hiſt. lib, 1. c. 2, 


(c) "Eero AriZayPeoy ws 8 q aver oueroy TAY 120 
7s Soyud]C> viu]cwouar Soz. Hiſt, Eccleſ. lib. 1. c. 11. 
(d) O Vaaator d E⅛ I meet TEv dwiiClnor frank? 
pheea reg, noyor, &c. Ibid. . BB 
(e) 'Qs u0801©r x, ounaid bs ig 5 qe 7H marvel” Ibid, Þ 
ef) "Aweneiss d The CnTioews br d, Ul), memortt 
* AxiZavdegs Ta TgoTH mn iv TETH5, mh Is ixeves i 
10% Ibid, | 
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vas in the (g) Right, he excommunicated both 
us and thoſe Clergy who adher'd to his Doctrine; 
d afterwards (H) depos'd them from their Mini- 
.] But Arius was not deſtitute of Favourers; a 
great Part of the Laity went over to him, and to 
ie Clergy who were ejected with him; and they 
It Meſſages co the Biſhops of every City to ac- 
aint them with their Caſe; and delivering to 
em a written Account of their Faith, deſir'd 
em, that if they judg'd their Doctrine to be right, 
ey would intercede to their Biſhop Alexander for 
em: or if otherwiſe, that they would inſtruct them 
Stter. The doing of this was no ſmall Advantage 
the Arians; for it made the controverted Do- 
ines to be publiſh'd all abroad, and enquir'd into 
ongſt the Biſhops every where: and the Effect 
Ms, ſome Biſhops wrote to Alexander not to ad- 
Wit Arius and his Adherents to Communion, un- 
Ws they renounc'd their Opinions; but others in- 
Weated him to admit them. But when Alexander 
Erceiv'd that a great (k) many Biſhops who were ve- 
S&rable for Gravity and Sanity of Life, and excell'd 
Eloquence of Speech, favour'd the Ariens; and 
Wpecially Euſebius, then Biſhop of Nicomedia, a Man 
Wrineut for Learning, and of great Efteem in the 


- Wourt : He | fell into a Paſſion, and (1) depos'd Arius 
i nd his Followers, and] wrote to the Biſhops every 


here not to communicate with the Arians. Hence 
oth Sides grew more warm, and, as is uſual in ſuch 
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Caſes, the Contention and Oppoſition between then 
encreas d. For when Euſebius and they who joint! 
with him could not after many Entreaties prevail wid 


(58) 


Alexander to uſe mild and moderate Meaſures 
they thinking themſelves treated, began to reſen 
the Uſage, and us'd more vigorous Endeavours u 
get Arius's Opinion to be eſtabliſh'd : and callin® 
together a Synod in Bithynia, they wrote to the Bi 
ſhops every where to hold Communion with th 
Arians as Men of (n) Orthodox Opinions, and to «i 
deavour to prevail with Alexander to communica? 
with them alſo. But when this Application hadwi 
Effect upon Alexander, Arius ſent Meſſengers 
Paulinus, Biſhop of Tyre, and to the great Euſchs 
Pamphilus, Biſhop of Caſarea in Paleſtine, and 1 
Patrophilus, Biſhop of Scythopolis ; and defir'd thiWr 
he and the other Presbyters who agreed with hi 
might be permitted to hold a Congregation of t 1 
People who adher'd to them, as it was the Cuſtalh 
of Presbyters in Alexandria to do. Thoſe Biſhall 
meeting together in a Synod with other Biſhops Wt: 
Paleſtine, ſubſerib'd Arins's Petition, exhorting th 
to call together their Congregations as before, 
withal to be in ſubjection to their Biſhop Ae 
der, and to endeavour, by continual Supplicati 
to obtain Peace and Communion with him. 

From the preceding hiſtorical Account of the Ri 
of the Controverſy betwixt Alexander and Arins, i 
veral uſeful Obſervations naturally ariſe, which gi 
Light to the primitive Doctrine concerning t 
Trinity; and plainly ſhow that the Notion of t 
NeceſJary-Exiſtence, Conſubtantiality and Coequality 
the Son with the Father was not the Faith of the! 
cient Catholic Church, 
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Firſt, It appears from the foregoing Relations 
Wnſider'd together, That Theodoret is either miſta- 
en or miſrepreſents the Matter, in ſaying that A- 
ander profeſs 'd the Son to be of (2) one Sub- 
» ance with the Father, and equal in Dignity and 
our. Socrates ſays no ſuch Thing, but only that 
Ie preach'd an Unity in the Trinity in ſuch a Man- 
er as Arins thought to be Salellian, which is 
+ irectly contrary to the Notion of the Son's being 
u z urs; ] conſubſtantial, And Sozomen's more large 
Ind particular Account ſhows that Alexander was o 
1 War from having conſtantly held any ſuch Opinions, 
nat when Arius broach'd his Notions, he did not 
„ hink him at all in the wrong; and that upon two 
Public Debates about the Matters, he was doubtful 
nd undetermin'd whether to ſide with Arius or his 
u pponents; tho at laſt he agreed with the latter, 
Who diſputed for the Conſubſtautiality and Coeternity of 
ane Son. Therefore what Theodoret ſays, muſt either 
Welpet (not his original Opinion, but) his Deciſion 
Woainſt Avius; or be only his own Concluſion, that 
Hexander tang! ſuch Doctrines, from his oppoſing 
he Arian Tenets which were repugnant to. them. 
und it is not unuſual for Hiſtorians to repreſent 
en as expreſly teaching and holding, not what they 
eally in Terms profeſs, but only what they them- 
lves think is the Conſequence of what Men teach or 
rofeſs. Thus in like manner Sicinnius pretended 
hat the ancient Church profeſs'd the | 73 ow2{4c] 
0) Coeternity of the Son; and was ſo weak as to ap- 
deal to the ancient Cyeeds for this Doctrine: when 
li n he had to alledge for this was no more than 
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( 60 ) Y 
de that (p) the Ancients avoided aſcribing a Beg 
© nivg of Exiſtence to the Son of God.” "The, 
eternity was his own Inference without any dirs 
Evidence at all from Antiquity ; and againſt ma 
expreſs Teſtimonies for the contrary Opinion. 

Secondly, Therefore it appears not only from i, 
fore-mention'd Hiſtorians, but from Alexande; 
own Letters which Theodoret relates at large, that 
neither directly aſſerted [in his greateſt Oppoſitia 
againſt Arius] the Conſubitantiality or Coeternity of th ® 
Son: and the Cequality of Dignity, Honour or Worſt © 
was ſo far from being declar'd for by him, that it di; 
not enter into the Diſpute at all; and there are {. 
veral Paſſages in Alexander's Letters plainly again 
it: and the Pretence of his teaching it is certain) 
either a very great Error or Miſrepreſentation d 
Theodoret. The beſt Light in this whole Matter 
to be had from the original Papers on both Side 
which till remain, and from which we may colled 
what were the true Opinions both of Alexander ani 
the Arians, and withal what was the Catholic D- 
ctrine of the Church at that Time. | 2M 

The Catholic Doctrine of the Church which A. 
ander had publickly profeſs'd and taught among 
his Clergy and People, we have ſet forth in an av F 
thentic Letter extant in Athanafius and Epiphanin, \ 
which the Presbyters and Deacons of Alexandria wror 
to Alexander their Biſhop upon Occaſion of the 
Arian Controverſy. In which they tell him : © That . 
* (9) the Faith which they had receiv'd from their). 
* Forefathers, and had been taught by him alſo, ua At! 
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(61) 
this, We confeſs one unbegotten, (r) only eter- 
nal, only true God. — That this God begat his 
only-begotten Son before the Ages of the World ; 
y whom alſo he made the Ages and the World. 
That by his own (s) Will he gave him Subſiſtence, 
whois the immutable and unchangeable perfect Creature 
of God ; but not like one of the Creatures [made 
By him] —— neither exiſting before he was be- 
otten or created into a Son: as even you your- 
{elf, bleſſed Father, in the midſt of the Church, 
and frequently in the A_ of the Clergy, 
have confuted and rejected thoſe who introduc'd 
ſuch Opinions. But, as we have ſaid, he was 
created by the Mill of God, before Time and be- 
fore the World. — So that there are three ſubſi- 
ging Perſons; and God who is the Cauſe of all, 
is alone without Beginning (or Original:) but 
the Son, who was begotten of the Father before 
Time, and created and brought forth before the 
Ages of the World, (:) did not exiſt before he was 
S begotten — for he is not (abſolutely) eternal, or 
T coeternal, or unbegotten (or unmade) as the Fa- 
ther is; nor coexiſtent with the Father. 
Wherefore the Father exiſted before the Son, as 
ue have been taught by you, when you preach'd 

in the midſt of the Church.” 
The whole Letter is highly worth the learned 
e Neader's Peruſal; and is not improbably that wrir- 
Form of Faith, or the Subſtance of it at leaſt, 
Mich (a) Sozomen ſays the Favourers of Arius ſent 
the Biſhops of foreign Churches: and that it is a 
que and impartial Account of the Catholic Doctrine 
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of the Church, and which Alexander himſelf 4 
rofeſs'd and taught, may be concluded from tl 
Flowing Conſiderations, - Firſt, That it clearly 
grees with the profeſs'd Doctrine of Antiquity, al 
the alone Supremacy of the one God and Father of 
of the Generation of the Son by his Will: and H 
being thereupon conſtantly ſaid to be created 
God, which ſeems very near the Stile of the C 
ture of God, but not as one of the other Creatin 
created by him] ſo familiar among the Arians of 
Euſebians of the fourth Century, but as being in? 
mut able and perfect; the perfect Creature of the perfil 
God, as (x) Euſebius calls him: and that he was pr 
duc'd or begotten of the Father before all H 
| but not abſolutely coexiftent with the underiv'd DA 
ration of God the Father, but poſterior to him (th 
without Limitation of Time) as being deriv'd fr 
him. Secondly, Tis obſervable that this Form 
Faith doth not directly affirm any one of the parti 
cular Arian Tenets, which were condemn'd by | 
Alexander : as either that there was a Time when ti 
Jon was not; that he was made out of nuthing, or vt 
tile the Creatures which are made out of nothin? 
was unlibe in Subſtance to the Father; or was of 
zntable and changeable Nature; the leaſt of which! 
expreſly deny d in it; as alſo in the Letters both 
(<) Arins and (a) Enſebins of Nicomedia : So that! 
this Point Alexander has miſrepreſented, or train 
the Opinion of the Arians beyond, and even agai! 
what they expreſly taught; and ſeems to have chat 
ged that npon them as one of their Principle 
which he thought was a Conſequence of what tht 
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id really profeſs, which is a common, bat very un- 
Wir way of Adverſaries dealing with each other. 
Haring ſhown the common Standard of the Do- 
Wine both of Alexander and Arius before any Diſ- 
Nute or Controverſy began betwixt them; it wilt 
Wot be difficult from thence, and by comparing the 
Wriginal Letters on both Sides, which contain the 
Poſitions of both, and their mutual Charges on 
ach other, to enter into the Merits of the Cauſe 
Which was fo warmly agitated by both Parties. 
Alexander, in his general Epiſtle to all the Biſhops, 
eclares what were the particular Poſitions of Arius 
Ind his Adherents, for which he had excommunica- 
$41 and depos'd them, viz. (b) © That God was not 
always Father; but there was a Time when he 
was not Father : the Word of God was not al- 
ways, but was made out of nothing —— therefore 
that there was a Time when he was not. That 
the Son is a Creature, and made: That he is 
not like to the Father in Eſſence (or Subſtance ) 
nor the true and eſſential Word of the Father. 
— That he is of a mutable and changeable Na- 
ture; aliene and ſeparate from the Subſtance ot 
God, Cc.“ | 

In his other Epiſtle to his Nameſake Biſhop of 
Wonſtantinople, he ſums up the Charge againſt the 
aus, in three Particulars, namely; Firſt, Their 
(c) ſaying there was a Time when the Son of God 
was not, Secondly, That he was made out of no- 
thing, like the reſt of the Creatures. 7/irdly, That 
he was of a mutable Nature.” 

That Arius gave Alexander a (d) juſt Handle for 
cle Charges againſt him, Theodoret tells us appears 
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from Arius's own Letter to Euſebius, Biſhop of Ni: 
comedia, which he produces at large, and wherein! 
Arius ſays ; He was perſecuted by his Biſhop for not a. 
greeing with him; (e) That the Son is always u 
* God is always. That the Son was coexiftent with 
© God in an unbegotten Manner. That he was a. 
«© ways begotten, and was begotten from being 1 
* begotten. That God did not exiſt before the Son 
« either in Conception, or any Point of Duration, 
* And that the Son is begotten out of God him. 
* ſelf.” In Oppoſition to which Doctrine of Al. 
ander, he ſays, that the great. Euſebius of Caſare, 
Theodotus (of Laodicea) Paulinus (of Tyre) and others; 
and all the Biſhops of the Eaſtern Churches. (thre: 
only excepted, who held the Son to be an Ema 
tion, Emiſſion, or unbegotten Property) © taught ( 
that God, as being unoriginated and without Be 
* ginning, exiſted before the Son.” Then he declard 
what was his own Doctrine, viz. that (g) the Sa 
is not unbegotten, nor in any Reſpect a Part of ii 
unbegotten God, nor made out of any preexiſteniſ 
* Subſtance : but that by the M and Purpaſ ot - 
God, he exiſted before Time and Ages, pe 
God, the only-begotten, and immutable. That He 
vas not, before he was begotten; had a Begin 
ning of Exiſtence, and was made out of nothing 
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(65) = 
To which we may add further out of Euſet;ns 
Nicomedia's Letter; ( “ We never hear of 
tuo Unbegottens, nor of one divided into two, — 
but one unbegotten, and one truly deriv'd from 
him; and not made out of his Subſtance, nor 
partaking in any wiſe of the unbegotten Nature 


made in the perfect Likeneſs of the Diſpoſition of 
his Nature and Power. The Beginning of whoſe 
Exiſtence is inexplicable and inconceivable to all 
created Beings. — Nothing is produc'd out of 
the Subſtance of God, but all Things are made by 
his #/il——according to his free Purpoſe.” 

From the preceding Account it 1s evident what it 
ras that drove Alexander and the Arians into ſuch 
S warm Oppoſition againſt each other: namely; 
heir both pretending to be wiſe above what is urit- 
z, and to diſcuſs Doctrines which were wholly 
lerir d from Revelation, upon uncertain Principles 
Ind Speculations of Philoſophy, without any Evi- 
ence from Scripture. | ks 

Alexander underſtanding the Son, who is ſtil'd the 
Word of God, in a metaphyſical Senſe, as being the 
emal Word or Reaſon of God himſelf begotten. 
Wto a Perſon, argued (againſt both what he himſelf 
ad the Ancients before him had conſtantly pro- 
Efe d and taught) that the Mord or Son muſt be ab- 
plutely coexiſtent and coeternal | tho' he never uſes 
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but being wholly different in Nature and Power, 
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the Word, cal, Coeternal] with the Father; a? 
that the Father or God did not precede the Exiſtey 
of his Son or Word, no not even in Conception; { 
to think otherwiſe, was in his Opinion to ſay, 
* that God was ſometime without Reaſon and vis 
* out Wiſdom.” And no doubt the internal, ph; 
ſical and ſelf- exiſtent Reaſon or Wiſdom of God is: 
eternal as his Nature: but to ſuppoſe the unbegumn 
Word or Wiſdom of God himſelf to be begotten in 
a diſtin& ſubſiſting Perſon, is evidently abſurd: 
itſelf ; and was thought by the Arians to divide th WM 
unbegotten Nature and Perſon of God into two unk W: 
gotten Perſons ; for they could not conceive that an F 
Thing which was wnderivedly in God, could b 
truly deriv'd from him: and to ſuppoſe the Son « 1 
God to have his Subſiftence |: 5% det] o, of God hin 
ſelf, was (they argued) making him no more than: 
Sabellian Diſtinction or Valentinian Emanation. Hens 
they reaſon'd and inſiſted, that ſince it was the . 
doubted Catholic Doctrine that the Son was traf W 
begotten by the Will of the Father; he could 10 
be in any Senſe unbegotten ; he could neither be ti 
unbegotten Eſſence or Subſtance of the Father, nd 
a Part of it; and it being abſurd to think that k 
was produc'd out of any preexiſtent Subſtance ; the 
concluded, that in neceſſary Conſequence | the 
being no Medium | he was [+ A br] made out uf 
thing; and being ſo, could not be abſolutely che, 
nal and coexiſtent with the Father; but that accord - 
ing to the Doctrine of the primitive Catholic Churd 
the Father, as being alone unbegotten and without e. 
ginal, did precede and exiſt before the Generation of ti Na 
Son: whence again it follow'd, that there was Tin 
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Duration (tho* they did not pretend to define or 
Hit it) when the Son did not exiſt, 
so that the whole Controverſy between Alexan- 
and the Arians turn'd upon one ſingle Point, 
. how or in what Senſe the Son was ſaid to be ( 
orten of the Father before all Worlds, according to 
e Creeds then univerſally receiv'd. The Arians 
Wiſted that this was not ſo to be explain'd as that 
e Son was | iz Tis dias vd het] begotten ont of the 
ance of God, either in the Sabellian or Valentinian 
Enſe; either as being the unbegotten God himſelf in 
Jature and Eſſence, or a Probola, Emiſſion, Part or 
am Popert/ of his Perſon or Eſſence. That both theſe 
+ Motions were greatly abſurd and blaſphemous, and 
© Kerefore that the Son muſt conſequently be pro- 
in Wic'd LE 2+ 5] out of Non-exiſtence, by God, as 
n e true and proper Cauſe of his Exiſtence, and be 
a diſtintt Nature and Eſſence from the Father: 
d that tho' he had Exiſtence before all Time or Ages, 
u Wthour any conceiveable Limitation of Duration, 
Beginning of Exiſtence ; yet being deriv'd by the 
if of the Father, and in no Reſpect unbegotten, 
> was not cvexiſteut, or his Exiſtence equally in 
© Puration commenſurate with the unoriginated Exi- 
rence of God the Father: but the Father exiſted 
en ere the Son, and the Son did not exiſt at all before 
e was begotten. 
Alexander being ſhock'd with the Aſſertion of the 
Pon's being made out of nothing, and there being a 
ine when he did not exiſt at all; and the Poſitions 
Weing novel, and ſeemingly derogatory to the divine 
Nature, and the Term of the Exiſtence of the Son, 


— 


I) nes dvr TOv ,, ix N geg mares yeyerm ures" 

1 kuſeb. Symb. apud Theodoret, lib. 1. c. 12. & Socrat. lib. 1. 

ES. £x 78 rare, yerrnflerra mh TevTEY TOY α,]uy. Symb. 
Hieroſolymat. apud Cyr. Catecheſ. 11. 


1 2 and 


(68) 


and degrading him into the Rank of the inferig'* 
Creatures which God made by him; in Oppoſitia! ? 
(after the Diſpute grew warm betwixt him and h 
Adverſaries) inſiſted that the Son was, he would n 
ſay Len Tis g Te Tareds | begotten out of the Subſtan* 
of the Father, but [3x N bros nd]evs, tn in 5% 11h Un 
(1) out of the exiſting Father, and not out of nothing . 
This he explain'd by the Son's being the intens 
(m) phyſical Word, Reaſon or Wiſdom of the Fathe 
begotten into a Son or Perſon ; and conſequently #&* 
ſuch always and ſtrictly coexiſtent with God; exiſfuf 
in him [Aar ros] in an unbegotten Manner [if ui 
Arians did not (#) miſrepreſent Alexander] befauf 
he was begotten of or from him; ſo that it was hig 
ly abſurd to ſay that he ever, in any Point of; 
Duration, did not exiſt at all. As the internal Wl 
or Wiſdom he was abſolutely coexiftent with the H 
ther; but in reſpe& of his Generation, and being 
Son; he ſays the Word (o) always, Cc. is not ſo toi 
apply'd to him, as to infer that he is wnbegottallf 
for that to be unbegotten is to be eternal in an hig 
er Senſe than can be expreſs'd by the Word | z:i, & 
always, Oc. or by any other Word whatſoever. $ 
that the Diſpute was not ſo much about the Ter 
of the Generation of the Son, as of his metaphyſic 
internal Exiſtence in the Father precedent to! 
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(1) Theodoret. Hip. lib. 1. c. 4. | 
(m) duce 7% Tare3s My (which he charges the 47 
with denying him to be) Socrat. Hiſt. lib. 1. c. 6. 
(nn) It ſeems as if the Arians did not miſrepreſent Alerant 
but that he thought, (as Euſebius teils us, was the Senſe of t 
Council of Nice in condemning the Poſition, Tov yevvnlo 
8% Ly, be was not before he <vas begotten; that the Son did ex 
Precedent to his Generation (Pud/za) potentially in the Fatd 

(ayernTo;) in an unlegotten Manner. 
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| ( 69) : 
PBwhich the Ariant wholly deny'd, and ſaid that pre- 
Wcedent to his Generation he did not exiſt at all: 
Which Expreſſion of his Non-exiſtence Alexander 
could not endure to hear. 
1. To the Charge of his explaining the Unity be- 
EStwixt the Father and the Son in the Sabellian Senſe, 
ne ſays: That (p) our Lord in the Words [7 and 
im Father are one, John x. zo. ] did not ſtile himſelf 
the Father, or ſignify that their tuo Natures in 
e Subſiſtence, were one; but that the Son was the 
r exatt Reſemblance of the Father, and the perfect 
E Likeneſs of him by Nature.” Which is expreſs'd 
in his other Epiſtle by his repreſenting the Son 
s not being [] conſulſtantial ; but [uns ud] 
ef a Hike Subſtance with the Father. 
2. He denies that his Notion (2) divider the di- 
Fi Pine Subſtance, either by making the Son a conſub- 
10 Wſtantial Part or Emiſſion, as the Valentinians did; or 
on unbegotten perſona! Emanation, diſtinguiſnh'd 
tag only in Name and Appearance from the Father, ac- 
ig cording to the Sabelli ans. | 
3. To the Charge of his making two Unbegottens, 
he replies; that (r) there is but one unbegotten 
Being, viz. the Father.” And more particular- 
ly ; © that (s) the only- begotten Son is a middle Na- 
ture betwixt the unbegotten Father, and the Crea- 
' tures which God made by him out of nothing.” 
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( 70) 
And to ſhow further that he did not think the 
Son | 5457115; | equal in Dignity and Worſhip with the 
Father, he adds, “that (:) we are to reſerve a pe- 
* cular Veneration for the unbegotten Father, ag 
having no Cauſe of his Exiſtence ; and to pay 
proper and ſuitable Honour to the Son alſo, a 
having a beginningleſs Generation from the Fa- 
ther — our Savior himſelf telling us, That his 
Father is greater than He.” 
Hence ic appears that the Diſpute between 4- 
[-xander and Arius which put the whole Church into 
ſuch a Flame and Combuſtion as hath never ſinc: 
been entirely quench'd, was not about any impor- 
tant Matter of Faith or Doctrine taught in Scriptun, 
or profeſs'd by the primitive Catholic Church; bu 
a mere Velitation and Contention of Words about 
ſpeculative Points of Philoſophy ; about the metæ 
phyſical Nature and Exiſtence of the Mrd or Sa 
of God. And it is evident to a Demonſtration, as 
far as Hiſtory and Fatt can demonſtrate any Thing & 
that the great Points now in Queſtion, viz. the N. 
ccfſary-Exiſtence, Coequality and Coordination of the Su . 
with the Father in Nature and Perfections, and hi 
Supremacy of Porver, Authority, Dominion and Hubi, 
were ſo far from being the Doctrine of Antiquity, nay 
and on the contrary, were ſo clearly and profeſſed 
ly declar'd and determin'd againſt by all the Anc:| 
ents, that they were not in the leaſt controverte 
between Alexander and Aris they entirely agreed 
on theſe Heads, and in every Part of Chriſtian Fait' 
and WY/o;ſhip. And it is farther manifeſt from the 
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points in which they really differ'd, namely, the 
Snctaphyfical Nature and Exiſtence of the Son; that 
he Conſubantiality and Coeternity of the Mrd or 
Bon was not the profeſs'd Doctrine of the Church. 
FHad the Conſubſtantiality and Coeternity been the 
Poctrine of the Church, or eſteem'd a Part of the 
Chriſtian Faith, nay, a fundamental Part, as they 
re repreſented by Dr. B— and Dr. W/— could 
$4/:xauder be ignorant of it? or had he himſelf 
Known and conftantly profeſs'd them, would he 
„ are born to hear Arins diſpute and oppoſe them, 
Jas Sozomen aflures as he did] without finding Fault 
-- Sith him for ſo doing? nay, defer fo much as ta- 
„ ing Notice of it, till ſome of his own zealous 
ulergy blam'd him on that Account? And after he 
it} pad cans'd the Matters to be enquir'd into and 
-| Þublickly debated, could he be 1o dubious and un- 
u erermind about them, as to fide ſome Time with 
Hing, before he agreed with his Opponents, who 
i ſpured for the Conſubſtautiality and Coeternity ? nay, 
T Flen he had declar'd againft and condemn'd A- 
on s, he is fo cantious in his Expreffions, as never 
ns d apply to the Son either the Word | 54»7::« ] Con- 
„Iantial or [rtf ne} Coeternal, All which is un- 
Egccountable and inconceiveable, had the Conſubſtan- 
ali and Coeternity been the known Doctrine of the 
hurch. | 
Ag ein, had this been the public profeſs'd Faith; 
An ve imagine that ſo many Biſhops and Clergy, 
nd {> great a Part of the Laity of the Province 
Alescandria itſelf, would have, upon hearing the 
Woints diſcuſs'd, taken Part with Arius againſt his 
Wiſhop ? And could it have been thought [as the 
Wiltorians tell us] a dubious Queſtion, and liable to 


4s Niete, and not before treated of, inſomuch as to 
nbsage all Egypt, Libya, and the upper Thebes, and 
the Eaſtern Provinces, alſo in Diſpute and Con- 


Wtion about it, had it been already determin'd 
N Ft 
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(as Dr. B— and Dr. — imagine, without a i 
Evidence whatſoever) by the univerſal Suffrage d 
the primitive Church? Nor laſtly, is it eaſily tobe 
thought that ſo many Biſhops of other Province, 
fam'd in the Church for Learning and exemplary 
Piety, and wholly diſintereſted and unconcern'd i 
the Controverſy and Quarrel enſuing it, ſhould gin 
their public Suffrage in Synod on the Side of 4 
rius, and acknowledge his Doctrine to be ſounc 
and orthodox, had they known it to be repugnant u 
the receiv'd Catholic Faith. 

If any other Evidence was wanted to ſhow hoy 
little the Catholic Faith of the Church was concer- Þ 
ed in the Diſpute betwixt Alexander and Arius, W 
have a further ample Teſtimony from the Letten 
which Couſtantize the Emperor himſelf | who withou 
doubt had good Information of the Matter] uro 
to them both upon the Subject. 4 

The Controverſy by degrees became ſo immods. 3 
rate and hot between them, as to be chang'd from 
Chriſtian Zeal and Love of Truth, into downrigi 
Party and Contention ; and had ſo far involv'd td 
whole Eaſtern Church in the Quarrel, as to occaſiaſ 
an almoſt irreconcilable Breach of Peace and Ch T 
rity 3 inſomuch that the Heats and Animoſities ra 
ſed by it reach'd the Emperor's Court, and requirf 
his Interpoſition to reconcile the contending Partiaff 
and bring them to Peace and Union with ea 
other. 5 | f 

Dr. B— 7 Relation of this Matter is ; * IT 
© Conſtantine being then at Nicomedia, was mud 
s concern'd at the Account of thoſe unhappy Di 
* ferences, and writing both to Alexander and Arif 
* upon the Subject, he ſent Hoſius the celebrate 


: 10 
*© Biſhop of Corduba in Spain to make a more ef 
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* Page 170, 171. 
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Enquiry into the Merits of the Cauſe. The 
# Reſult whereof ſeems to have been (tho' we have 
not any clear Account of the Matter) that Hofus 
in Council approv'd the Conduct of the Patriarch, 
and ratify'd the Sentence he had denounc'd a- 
M gainſt the Heretic; at leaſt that at his Return he 
: fatisfy'd the Emperor of the Reaſonableneſs of 
1 3, 


it. | 

Inis is the Doctor's Repreſentation, imperfe& 
Id ungrounded, and more of Romance than Hiſtory. 
r Hoſius was not ſent to make Enquiry into the 

" Werits of the Cauſe (which Conſtantive was well in- 
„ SÞrm'd in) nor to be at all a Judge in the Matter; 
„ At, as Euſebius expreſly tells us, to reconcile the 
n Difference and (a) make Peace between them. And 
there is not the leaſt Evidence either in (x) Eu- 
„ Wins, Philoſtorgius, Socrates or Sozomen, in their 
Account of the Matter, of Hofius's ratifying the 
tence which Alexander had aenounc'd againſt Arius : 
þ had he pretended to any ſuch Thing, he had 
Hied not only without Authority, but againſt the ex- 
reeſs Deſign of the Emperor's Letters which he 
arried : which were not intended to decide any 
u Thing on either Side, but to command them both 
d lay aſide their Diſpute, and to be Friends, and 
rd bold Communion with each other. The Truth of 
je de Fact therefore is; the Emperor equally (y) 
a amd both Alexander and Arius for quarrelling a- 
Put ſuch nice and ſubtle Queſtions ; in which, if they 
u puld not agree, they ought both to have been filent, 
d commanded them (Z) to lay afide their frivolous 


4 
e (e) Beac edc , ,n. Vir. Conſtant. lib, 2. c. 63, 
a (x) Vit. Conſtant. lib. 2. c. 63 — 73. Fhiloſtorg. lib. 1. c. 7. 
Poerat. lib. I. c. J. Sox. lib. 1. c. 16. 
5 (y) Euſeb. & Socrat, ibid. 
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Diſpute, and to be Friends with each other. "This iff 
Sozomen's Account: and Euſebius, and Socrates front 
him, further obſerve, that Conſtantive in his Lettie 
calls the Matters in diſpute, (a) Queſtions which 
* no Scripture had commanded as neceſlary ; bu 
* which were a fruitleſs idle Contention : that ( 
T they were very intricate and obſcure Points, nu 
* eaſy to be reſolv'd. ——— That they ought to ai 
** each others Pardon: — for that their Controre:ſ 
* ſy was not about a fundamental Precept (or! 
e &rine) of Scripture ; nor was any new Opinio 
concerning the Worſhip of God built upon i 
* but they both agreed in the fame Faith ; but thei 
© Diſpute was abont wery little and trivial Matten 
a little verbal Contention about trifling Matt 
* xo way neceſſary. That they agreed with exif 
* other, and with the whole Church in one Faith. 
That the Matter of their Difference was no Po 
© of Religion, but a very fooliſh Queſtion.“ 

Theſe were the Sentiments of the religious Er 
peror Conſtantine expreſs'd in his own Letter, whit 
Socrates ſays was (c) admirable and full of Wiſdm 
fram whence it appears what Opinion he had 
the Controverſy which made fo much Noiſe int 
Church. That he was far from thinking the cn 
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Vence of the Son which Alexander ſo warmly main- 
T:in'd on one hand, and Arius as zealouſly oppos'd 
n the other hand) to be a principal Doctrine of 
Curiſtianity, and which had been always profeſs'd 
I the Church from the Beginning. Had he had any 
ach Thoughts he would have ſpoken of them in 
F&nother Manner; and not have eſteem'd them ſo 
igt and trivial as he repreſents them. But he 
Knew very well that the Diſpute was about mere 
Peculati ve ſcholaſtic Queſtions; a verbal Contention 
About Things of no Moment in Religion, and in 
Krhich the Faith of the Church and the Worſhip of 
Pod was no way concern'd: And tho' he was af- 
erwards wrought upon to farour Alexander and 
| Tondemn Arius, and then ſpoke of Arius and his 
Nootion with more Severity; yet, like a pious and 
iſe Prince, he endeavour'd firſt by his Counſel 
nd Advice to reconcile the Breach between them: 
And when by uſing more rigid Methods, Arius and 
Sis Adherents were brought to give over inſiſting 
Ja his particular and novel Tenets; the Emperor 
gain ſhow'd his Moderation, by cauſing them to 
de reſtor'd and admitted to Communion, without 
ubſoribing the particular and equally novel Deci- 
ons which were made againſt him in fat bur of A- 
xander's' Notion, by the Nicence Council. 
All this original and authentic Evidence which is 
he moſt material and neceſſary to ſet the Contro- 
erſy and the Proceedings of the Nicene Council 
pon it, in the cleareſt Light, is wholly omitted by 
Dr. B— ; and it is impoſſible for any Reader to 
now any thing at all rightly of the Matter, from 
ne Account which he gives, which is always both 
ery imperfecÞ and very partial: as if he thought 
ole who in his Opinion are not orthodox had no 
Right to common Truth and Juſtice. Bur altho', 
hether Alexander or Arius was moſt in the right, is 
ot no Moment in the Diſpute betwixt Dr. B— and 
e his 
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(76) 3 
his Adverſaries, whoſe Difference is about oth 
Matters of the greateſt Importance, and in whig 
the Unity, Supremacy and Worſpip of God is near 4 
and immediately concern'd ; yet it is but fair A 
equitable in one who undertakes to write Hs 
and Hu, to produce all the Evidence that appexyr 
on one Side as well as on the other. And here 
defire Leave to remind Dr. B — of the excelles 
Words of his Friend Dr. 1/-—, which had | 
himſelf obſerv'd, the Controverſy might have ber 
brought to a good Iftne before now. For (de 
own Part [{ays he] I declare once for all; Iv 
fire only to have Things fairly re reſented, 
they realy are: no Evidence ite d or 22 
either Side. Let every Reader ſee plainly wh 
may be juſth pleaded here or there, and no mor: 
and then let it be left to his impartial Judgmen 
after a full View of the Caſe. Miſquoration ai: 
Miſretreſentation will do a good Cauſe Harm, «ir 
will not long be of Service to a bad one. 
This Declaration I have always made the Rules 
my own Writing, and have endeavour'd imparrtialk 
to fulfil ic in the preſent Papers. 

Having thus brought down in as ſhort a Meth 
as I well could, the hiſtorical Account of the Con 
troverſy concerning the Doctrine of the Trinity, 1 
the Council of Nie; we may from the precedin 
Evidence and Obſervations upon the Riſe and Pr 
greſs of the Controverſy which occation'd the mee: 
ing of this Synod, eaſily form a Judgment of 8 
Doctrine and Deciſions of it. And therein it w 

appear from the Teſtimony of thoſe who were g 
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Ind with Difficulty admitted the Con/7 ubſtantiality ; ; 
Wd far, from inferring thence the neceſſam Exiſtence, 
eternity and 1 of the Son and Spirit with 
de Father, or from confe{/ing their Belief {as Dr. 
TD — pretends} * in the Father and the Holy Spirit as 
eing number d together in the ſame Divinity, they 
or'd themſelves plainly of a contrary Opinion: 
und had it not been for the pertinacious and conten- 
ess Conduct of the Ariaxs, in inſiſting to explain the 
MS-c:eral Words of Scripture and the Catholic Do- 
rige concerning the Generation of the Son from the 
e before al Mulde, according to their own par- 
* Fe (e) Opinions, and refuting to leave the 
ou in the Latitude in which they had been al- 
ays us'd; it is highly probable that this eminent 
Tenneil would have agreed to have declar'd their 
aich conformably to the primitive Catholic Creeds, 
*in the Nbrds of Scripture enty, without deciding fer 
gat any particular Explanations ; and fo hap- 
ily have put an end to the Diſpute betwixt Alexan- 
r and Arius, by obliging both to acquieſce in a 
al Catholic Scripture-Belief, and to impoſe no- 
ing more on each other; and have publiſh” d ſuch 
Form of Doctrine as might have deferv'd to be 
tain'd in the Chriſtian Church in all ſucceeding 
Les. 
Wben the Biſhops were met together at Nice in 
nia, they had, before they enter'd into a pub- 
Sy nod, ſeveral J private Conferences together 
out the Marters in Diſpute berwixt Alexander and 
7%; and after a full Examination of Arius s Opi- 
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nions were inclin'd not to give their Suffrage ( 
one way or other, either for or againſt him; but 
have left them undecided, as being mere ſpeculatiſl 
| Notions, and to have agreed to declare their Fai 
in the catholic (5) receiv'd Forms of the Churd 
without any Alteration” Theſe precedent Trau 
actions of the Nicene Biſhops Dr. B— takes no 
tice of. They ſhow too plainly that the Council i 
firſt were not ſo ſhock'd with the Arian Afertion 
as to be fild as the Doctor expreſſes it * ] with Am 
and Aſtoniſhment, and at once convinc d of the Nec! 
there was to anathematize ſuch impious Blaſyheni 
They were not ſo full of Gaul; and knowing ve 
well that the Church had determin'd nothing aba 
them; they conſider d calmly and deliberately up 
them; and tho' they did not approve them, yet neiti 
did they think it neceſſary to anathematize then 
or to exclude them by making any Additions 
the ancient Creed; tho' afterwards, when they ſ 
the Arians ſo full of Contemion and Cavilling, th 
reſolv'd to condemn their Tenets, both declari: 
againſt them in their Creed it ſelf, by inſerting! 
it ſome neu Expreſſions for that very Purpoſe; u 
alſo by annexing to it Anathema on all the pan 
cular Poſitions charg'd upon them. — 
When the Biſhops were ſummon'd to meet 
the Preſence of the Emperor, and the Matters b 
fore privately debated, were to be again diſcul 
publickly ; the Emperor having firſt put an End: 
ſome Feuds and Animoſities that were among 
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Dem, and ſtop'd the mutual Accuſations which 
ey had brought againſt each other, and by his 
Tommand reduc'd them to Amity and Peace; he 
ft the controverted Points to be decided by them, 
$:rneſtly exhorting them to form their Determinations 
 * of the (7) Scriptures. 
Dr. B owns * that © it was at firſt the Inten- 
tion of the Council to declare the catholic Faith 
in the Words of Scripture, and in the moſt plain 
and fimple manner of Expreſſion.” And it ap- 
ears from ( Athanaſius's Account, that they had 
Jo Deſign to have inſerted into the Creed, either 
he Words [ei 75: gies] of the Subſtance, (of the Fa- 
Wher) or [ Sod] conſubſtantial (with the Father) 
Put only to have faid, © that (7) the Son is by Na- 
ture rhe only-begotten of God.” And he himſelf 
*) grants that in ſpeaking concerning Chriſt it is beſt 
Was the Arias inſiſted ] to keep to the Words of Scripture, 
nd not to uſe unſcriptural Expreſſions : for that re- 
eaPd Truths cannot be ſo well expreſs d as in the Words 
f Scripture and ſays, in Apology for the Council, 
hat the contentious Ill-behaviour of the Enſebians 
orc'd the Biſhops to inſert the ( unſcriptural ) 
Vords which plainly deftroy'd their Notion. For 
inding no other way to put an End to the cavilling 
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Humour and Pretenſions of the Arians, who ex: 
plain'd the Words of Scripture which were pro 
pos d, and the Catholic Terms which had been ust 
in the ancient Creeds, ſo as to agree with their 
own particular Opinions; and knowing from th: 
Arian Writings that they had zealouſly declar'd x 
gainſt the Son's being () conſubſtantial with the Fx 
ther, they reſolv'd to do their Buſineſs at once by 
putting that Word into the Creed. 

The Conſub#antiality being thus inſerted into thy 
Confeſſion of Faith in Oppoſition to the Arian Af. 
ſertion, that the Son was made out of nothing, and wa 
unlike in Subſtance to the Father ; and more ſtrong} 
to expreſs the Council's Opinion, that He and tl 
Father were one, that he was begotten of the Father, au 
was his Son by Nature, and truly God; great Debats 
immediately aroſe about the Meaning of it: becauk 
the Word had never before been us'd in any put 
lic Form of the Church; and in its obvious, fir 
and natural Signification imply'd the Diviſion of ti 
divine Subſtance into diſtin& ſpecific Subſtanc 
and thereby infer'd heathen Polytheiſm ; on whi 
Account it had been rejected about fixty Years b 
fore by the Council of Antioch, as many there coil 
not but know. But after much Debate, upon m 
ture Deliberation, the Expreſſions, of the Subfta 
of the Father, and conſubſtantial with the Father, we 
by the Council interpreted and declar'd to be u o) 
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gerſtood to mean, the former; that the Son was (o) 
the Father, but ſo as not to be a Part of the Father : 
the latter; (p) that he was not conſubſtantial by Di- 
vifon of the Father's Subſtance, Cc. but that the 
Mord denoted that there was no Similitude betwixt the 
Fin and thoſe Creatures which were made by him; but 
hat he was altogether like unto the Father only who begdt 
in. This the Council declar'd to be their Senſe of 
he Words, and in this Senſe, Euſebius tells us, that 
e ſabſcrib d them. To which he adds; that in con- 
lemning the Arian Afſertion, that the Son was not be- 
re he was begotten ; the Council thought that (3) 
fore the Son was actually begotten, he was potentially 
the Father, in an unbegotten Manner, 
Athanafius agrees with Euſebius, that the Council 
aetended by the Conſubſtantiality to expreſs © that 
(r) the Son was the true Likeneſs of the Father 
who begat him: and that it was in Oppoſition 
the Arians who would not own a Likeneſs of Na- 
re and Subſtance in Father jand Son. And the 


nceWouncil of Antioch under Jovian in like manner ſays; 
that ** the (5) (Nicene) Fathers underſtood by the 
sei Word Confubſtantial, that the Son was begotten 
0 of the Subſtance of the Father; and that he was 
Wl | 
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Humour and. Pretenfions of che fe, who o 
plain'd the Words of Scripture which were pr. 


pos d, and the Catholic Terms which had been us 


in the ancient Creeds, ſo as to agree with ther 
own particular Opinions; and knowing from ti: 
Arian Writings that they had zealoully declar'd 
gainſt the Son's being () conſubſtantial with the Fi 
ther, they reſolv'd to do their Buſineſs at once bz 
putting that Word into the Creed. 23 
The Conſub#antiality being thus inſerted into th 
Confeſſion of Faith in Oppoſition to the Arian AY 
ſertion, that the Son was made out of nothing, and wy i 
unlike in Subſtance to the Father ; and more ſtrongy ix 
to expreſs the Council's Opinion, that He and 1: 
Father were one, that he was begotten of the Father, aul 
was his Son by Nature, and truly God; great Debats i 
immediately aroſe about the Meaning of it: becaut Y 
the Word had never before been us'd in any pub? 
lic Form of the Church; and in its obvious, fri? 
and natural Signification imply'd the Divi/ion of iu 
divine Subſtance into diftin& ſpecific Subſtance 
and thereby infer'd heathen Polytheiſm ; on which 
Account it had been rejected about ſixty Years be 
fore by the Council of Antioch, as many there cou 
not but know. But after much Debate, upon m3 
ture Deliberation, the Expreſſions, of the Subſtaui 
of the Father, and conſubſtantial with the Father, wei 
by the Council interpreted and declar'd to be uf 
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+ erſtood to mean, the former; that the Son was (e) 
„de Father, but ſo as not to be a Part of the Father : 
he latter; (p) that he was not conſubſtantial by Di- 
%% of the Father's Subſtance, Cc. but that the 
„ Vird denoted that there was no Similitude betwixt the 
„n and thoſe Creatures which were made by him; but 
at he was altogether like unto the Father only who begdt 
vn. This the Council declar'd to be their Senſe of 
Me Words, and in this Senſe, Euſebius tells us, that 
i Ie ſubſcrib'd them. To which he adds; that in con- 
I emning the Arian Aſſertion, that the Son was not be- 
i Pre he was begotten; the Council thought that (4) 
ee the Son was actually begotten, he was potentially 
i I the Father, in an unbegotten Manne. 
n IF Athanaſius agrees with Euſebius, that the Council 
ts ptended by the Conſulſtantiality to expreſs © that 
ut (/) the Son was the true Likeneſs of the Father 
who begat him: and that it was in Oppoſition 
p the Arians who would not own a Likeneſs of Na- 
Pie and Subſtance in Father and Son. And the 
« Founcil of Antioch under Jovian in like manner ſays; 
that “the () (Nicene) Fathers underſtood by the 
Word Confubſtantial, that the Son was begotten 
of the Subſtance of the Father; and that he was 
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* like in Subſtance to the Father in Oppoſition y 3 
* the Aſſertion that he was made out of nothing.” 
From the Nicene Council's Interpretation an! 
Senſe of the Word Conſubſtantial, it plainly appea 
that they were far from underſtanding by it or is. 
ferring from it that the Son was neceſſarily-exiſa 
and coequal with the Father in Nature and all Pe 8 
dti uns. This was a Senſe in which the Word h! 
never once been us'd by any Chriſtian Catholic W. 
ter in the World; and which when taken ink 
moſt ſtrict literal Senſe, it was not underſtood to i 
ply upon the Principles of ancient Philoſophy : ai 
there are beſides other Circumſtances which ſhi 
that the Council of Nice could intend no ſuch Men 
ing by it. It was well known by the Council, t 
the Arians maintain'd that © the (#) Son ſubſit: 
* by the Mill of the Father; and that he was ns 
« equal to him; “ as well as that he was made ou, 
nothing, and did not exiſt before he was begotten. HA 
the Council therefore thought that theſe Aſſertiaf 
were erroneous as well as the other, they would u 
queſtionably have either ſaid in their Creed, that ti 
Son was equal to the Father, and did not ſubſiſt by 
his Wil; or at leaſt have anathematix'd theſe wit 
the other Arian Opinions. But this not being dot 
and the Word | 5&0; ] Conſulſtantial, never imply 
ing either Neceſſary-Exiſtence or Coequality, accorj 
ing to the Uſe of it amongſt the Ancients; and t 
Counci! explaining it in no ſuch Senſe, or applyin 
it in Oppoſition to thoſe who (they knew) dem 
them; there is not the leaſt Ground or Preten« 
to think that the Council meant any ſuch Thing bil 
it, and tis almoſt a Demonſtration that they dill 
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t. And we may with Certainty conclude that the 
Wouncil of Nice did agree with all primitive Catho- 
Ac Antiquity, that the Son was not neceſarily-exiſtent, 
ut on the contrary, was begotten of the Father by 
Ws 77/7 ; and that he was not coordinate and coequal 
ich the Father in Nature and all Perfectious. | 
2. *Tis evident that the Word Conſubſtantial was 
ot underſtood by the Nicene Council, in a ſtrict, li- 
Fral and phyſical Senſe, in which it imply'd that 
De Son was either a conſulſtantial Part or Emanation 
the Subſtance of the Father; or was a diſtinct 
" Wecific Subſtance :''in which Senſe it had been reje- 
Jed by the Council of Antioch, as implying a Divi- 
of the divine Unity, and introducing Polytheiſm. 
ne ſpecific Senſe Dr. B— thinks to be downright 
Hitbeiſm. Dr. — every where owns the ſame: 
Ind this being the only literal and grammatical 
+ Fenſe, if the Council did not ufe the Word in this 
enſe (as it is allow'd they did not) they muſt uſe ir 
ith.a Latitude, and in a Senſe peculiar. And 
Phat their Senſe was, they themſelves expreſly de- 
I ar'd; namely, that they apply'd it in Oppoſition 
Fo the Arian Poſitions, that the Son was a Creature 
ade out of nothing, like to the Creatures made by him, 
Ind unlike in Nature and Subſtance to the Father; 
Ind that they meant by it that the Son was truly be- 
Wotten [2x 73 6:3] of God the Father, and therefore truly 
od; and was not /ike to the Creatures which God 
ade by him; but was in all Things ike to the Fa- 
ber alone who begat him. So that the Word 
aue] Conſubſtantial, was plainly underſtood in 
The Senſe of the Son's being [yori | of like Subſtance 
Nith the Father. And they ſeem to have pitch'd 
upon the former Word rather than the latter, to be 
id of the Arians, who they knew [as Dr. B— 
obſerves f ].zo be moſt averſe to it. 
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3. It appears from the Council's Explanation, 
what their diſtinct Notion of the Word or Son d 
God was. They took Care to declare that his Ge. 
neration from the Father was not. by Diviſon d 
the divine Subſtance ; that he was neither (in th 
Valentinian Senſe) a Part of the Father's Subſtance, 
nor (in the Sabellian Senſe) the whole individu 1 
Subſtance of the Father; that neither yet was he 
[it e hre] out F nothing, in the Arian Senſe. ,. Bu 
they ſaid that he was of Ts Tere; | out of the Fathe, 
and that before he was begotten, he was poteutiah 
in the Father, in an unbegotren Manner; clearly in 
timating their Opinion, that he was begotten fra 
an internal unbegotten Property, from the internal i 
of the Father, into a diſtinct ſubſiſting Perſu 
Whence it follow d that there was u Ttme (or Dy 
ration) when he was not; becauſe tho he was not a 
ſolutely from Eternity a Son [gy] by diftinf, 
fual and perſonal Subſiſtence; yet he was fo | Swiw 
by potential Exiſtence ; and by a poſitive .7mperſau 
Exiſtence in the Father as his internal Mord, a] n] 
in an unbegotten Manner. This the Ariaus flatly (WS ; 
ny d, and inſiſted that before his, Geueration he halo « 

xi ſtence at all. % 3 aan | 0 
That the Son was deriv'd from an internal. 2h; 
perty into a real Perſon, I ſhow'd above to be Al 
ander Opinion, and it was founded upon the Sc 
pture-Expreſſions of the Son's being ſtil'd the Mn i 2 
and H/iſdom of God, which he interpreted in 
metaphyfical inſtead of a moral Senſe : and that thi 
Opinion was confirm'd by the Nicene Council, wii 
learn further from Athanaſius himſelf.  »- ME 
_ = The (a) Son (ſays he) is the Word and Wiſa 
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of the Father, which denotes his unpaſive and un- 
divided Generation from the Father. For the 
[internal] Word (or Reaſon) of Men, is neither a 
Part of them, nor proceeds paſſively from them: 
ſo neither does the Word of God, whom the Fa- 
ther has declar'd-to be his Son; that we may 
not think he has not a diſtinct Subſiſtence, as the 
internal Mord or Reaſon of Men has not; but that 
as being ſtil'd Son, he is the living Word and ſub- 
FS ting Wiſdom of God. And we are to under- 

ſtand the Word Cmfſubſtantial in a Manner ſur- 
paſſing all ſenſitive Ideas.” | 
FS 4. It is manifeſt, from what is ſaid, that the 
Freed of the Nicene Synod and the Anathemas an- 
ed to it, were only intended to put a Stop to the 
TKrticular Diſpute betwixt Alexander and Arius, 
Jad to heal that Breach of the Church's Peace which 
{Has made by it; and not for a general Form of 
aich or Doctrine to be us'd in the Church. Eu- 
ius (x) intimates as much: and Dr. B—— ſays 
that“ the Confeſſion drawn up (at Nice) does not 
appear to have been either deſign'd by the Coun- 
eil, or any where ſtrictly us'd as the baptiſmal 
0 beſides which no other was us d in the 
Fhurch. | 
j 5. Therefore a general Obſervation naturally a- 
lng from the whole precedent Hiſtory of the Ni- 
re Council is; that ſince it plainly appears from 
e Accounts of the Athanafian Hiſtorians them- 
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ſelves, that the meeting of the Synod was occaſion! 
by a mere philoſophical Diſpute betwixt Alexand 
and Arius concerning the metaphyfical Nature and 
Exiſtence of the Vord or Son of God; that they wer 
ſpeoulative Points in which the Catholic Do&rin 
and Faith of the Church, and the Worſhip of God 
were no way concern'd ; and about which nothiny 
had been determin'd one way or other; that th 
Generality of the Niceze Biſhops had this Opinia 
of them when they met together, and after fever 
Debates upon them, thought to have decided 
thing about them, but only to have made a pub 
Confeſſion of the Catholic Doctrine in the Wor 
of Scripture; and that when at laſt they ven 
forc'd to come to a Deciſion in order to put af 
End to the Contentions and Cavils of the Aria 
and determin'd in favour of Alexander againſt the 
particular novel Notions, which they -condemn(i# 
both by putting the Word Caſubſtantial into i 
Creed, and annexing to it Anathemas againſt . 
Poſitions which the Arians had inſiſted on; explai 
ing at the ſame time the Conſubſtantiality in a move 
rate Senſe and with a Latitude, ſo as only to ſignif 
by it [in Oppoſition to the Arian Tenets] that i 
Son is the perfect Image of the Father, and:of i 
Nature and Subſtance with him; without deſignig 
their Creed to be a general ſtanding Form af Faid 
or Doctrine, or to be us'd at all in the public C 
feſſions of the Church. From the foregoing Obſt! 
vations and Evidence it is manifeſt, that there 
not only no Neceſſity, but that it is repugnant! 
the Intention of the Nicene Fathers, and to the E 
of their Creed, to inſiſt to impoſe it upon ſui 
who not only do not profeſs the Arian Poſitions, b 
even think the Arians were to blame for inſiſt 
on them; and who profeſs every Article of the d 
cient Catholic Faith of the Church which the Co 
eil itſelf believ'd and taught. And as this isa * 
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r of great Importance and highly deſerves the 
onſideration of the pious and wiſe Governors of 
e Church; ſo does it much more require heir 
Tnoughts and Care, [as thoſe who muſt give an 
ccount of the ſacred Miniſtry which by Chriſt 
ſus is intruſted to them for the Advancement of 
rue Religion and Godlineſs] ſince it is apparent 
Hat ſuch Conſequences are drawn and inſiſted on 
rom the Nicene Confeſſion, as are evidently and 
Eve been prov'd beyond all Diſpute to be coutra- 
$ to the primitive Catholic Doctrine of both the 
ſntenicene and Nicene Church: namely, that the Son 
nd Spirit are neceſſarih-exiſtent, coordinate and coequal 
ith the Father in Nature and all Perfections, in Au- 

Wority, Power, Dominion and Worſhip ; and each di- 
Windy the independent and abſolutely ſupreme God. 
'hich Doctrine has no Foundation in the Nicene 
Freed, but is oppoſite to the firſt Article of that and 
F all other Chriſtian Creeds before it; is directly 
Epugnant to the whole Tenor of Scripture and Anti- 
ity, and to many expreſs Paſſages of our own ex- 
llent Church; deſtroys the Unity of God by ta- 
ng away the real Supremacy of the Father, and the 
a/ Subordination of the Son and Spirit to him, and 
che Aſſertion of three neceſſarily-exiſtent diſtin& 
reme Agents; and fo by neceſſary Conſequence 
n{Werthrows the firſt fundamental Principles both of 
a tural and reveal'd Religion. 

It was not poſſible for the wiſeſt or beſt of Men, 
hen they had once made uſe of unſcriptural Ex- 
reſſions in Matters of reveal d Religion, and ſeem- 
nt to authorize them by a public Sanction; to fore- 
e or prevent the ill Uſes that would be made of 
em, and ill Conſequences that would attend them. 
No ſooner had the Nicene Council given their Suf- 
age for the Conſulſtantiality, and inſerted it into 
e oP<1r Creed, but it immediately rais'd a greater Flame 
ou the Church than that which it was intended to 

| quench. 


(83) 
> Euſebius () ſays that it preſently excil 
Tumults and Seditions in /Zgypt ; and (2) S 
adds, that it raisd a Civil Jar amongſt the | 
ſhops : who charg'd one another by Turns with 
bellianiſm and Polytheiſm. WS} 
Dr. B— owns * that ſome Athanafians to ca 
© the Matter againſt Arianiſm as high as poſſi 
© interpreted the Word [3,oo:@-] conſubſtantial, i 
© ſuch a Senſe as ſeem'd to ſtrip it of all Guard 
© gainſt Sabellianiſm. And © they ſtrain'd it || 
© adds in a marginal Note] beyond or beſides 
* original Deſign.” And if ſome ftrain'd the c 
ſubſtantiality into a Sabellian Senſe, there were oth 
who ftrain'd it as much the other Way, into 
tritheiſtic Senſe. Such were Gregory Nyſſen, Cyili 
Alexandria, Maximus, beſides ſeveral others both 
the Greeks and Latins. Theſe [as the learned VM: 
Cudworth (a) obſerves] were they who principally in 
ſted upon the abſolute Coequality and independu 
Coordination of the three Hypoſtaſes or Perſons ini 
Trinity, as compar d with one another; becauſe as thi 
Men, tho" one of them were a Father, another a ul 
and the third a Nephew, yet have no eſſential De: 
dence one upon another ; but are naturally coequal at 
ſubordinate, there being only a. numerical DiffernW&1 
betwixt them: ſo did they in like Manner conclude, ui 
the three Hypoſtaſes or Perſons of the Deity 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt) being likewiſe but three l 
dividuals, ander the ſame ultimate Species or ſpeci 
Eſſence of the Godhead, and differiug. only numeric) 
from one another, were abſolutely coequal, unſubort 
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te and independent,— were but three independent 
1 coordinate Individuals, under the ſame ultimate 
\ecies or ſpecific Eſſence of the Godhead, as Peter, 
land John, under the Species or common Nature 
Humanity. Again, theſe Theologers ſuppos'd the three 
erſons of their Trinity, to have really no other than 
ſpecific Unity or Identity ; and becauſe it ſeems plain- 
to follmu from hence, that therefore they muſt needs be 
much three Gods as three Meu are three Men; 
heſe learned Fathers endeavour'd with their Logic to 
WS ove, that three Men are but abuſively and improperly 

S cal/'d, three; they being really and truly but one, be- 
uſe there is but one and the ſame ſpecific Eſſence or 
ubſtance of humane Nature in them all ; and ſeri- 
ſly perſuaded Men to lay aſide that kind of Language. 
I ſeems plainly that this Trinity is no other than a 
Sd Tritheiſm, and that of Gods independent and 
1 dordinate too. I: is evident from hence, that theſe 
eputed orthodox Fathers, who were not a few, were 
er from thinking the three Hypoſtaſes of the Trinity 
8 have the ſame ſingular exiſtent Eſſence ; they ſup- 
7% them to have no otherwiſe, one and the ſame Ef- 
Wence of the Godhead in them, nor to be one God, than 
bree individual Men have one common ſpecifical 
0 flence of Manhood in them, and are all one Man. But 
8: this Trinity came afterwards to be decry'd for trithei- 
tic; ſo in the Room thereof Started there up that other 
Irinity of Perſons numerically the ſame, or having all 
Nee and the ſame ſingular exiſtent Eflence ; a Do- 
rine which ſeemeth not to have been own'd by any pub- 
e Authority in the Chriſtian Church, ſave that of the 
Lateran Council only, a | . 

Theſe are the judicious Obſervations of this 
earned Writer, who was well vers'd in eccleſiaſtical 
Hiſtory, and writes with great Ingenuity and Im- 
partiality. And how exactly the Conduct and con- 
entous Temper of the ancient reputed Orthodox in 
he fourth and following Ages agrees with the #0- 
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dern reputed Orthodox is too plain to need to be particy 5 
larly remark'd. As the zealous Athanaſians then, unde 


maintaining the Doctrine of the Conſubſtantiality, i 
bus'd the Word, and perverted it from its origin! 
Meaning and ancient Uſe, and from the profeſl; | 

Senſe and Doctrine of that truly orthodox Synod 
and, as Socrates expreſſeth it, held a (%) Night Ski: 
2iſþ about it; ſome ſtraining it to the Sabellian, ani 
others to the Tritheiſtic Opinion; mutually oppoſiy 
and accuſing each other; and yet both joyning x 
gainſt thoſe who kept the middle Way, agreed wit 
the Nicene Doctrine, and profeſs'd the Cathot 
Faith of the ancient Church: So in like manner th 
reputed Orthodox now, pretend the Nicene Authori 
in favour of their oppoſite Schemes of Sabel/ianij 
and Tritheiſm. Whilſt ſome make the three Pers 
of the Trinity to have the ſame individual numeric 
Nature, Subſtance or Efſenceztobe all one ſingular exiſta 
Being, all ſelf-exiſtent ; and to differ only in Relation 
Mode of Exiſtence ; to be only three Differences of s 
real Agent or intelligent Subſtance : others, equally > 
reputed orthodox, make the Perſons to be diſtinct im Wt 
ligent Agents, to be three real Perſons diſtinct in Sup * 
ſtance, and abſolutely ſupreme, coequal and coordinate i 
Nature, and all eſſential Perfections, in the ſtrideſ de 
Senſe of Tritheiſm. Theſe latter ſtrain the OGu⁰ν 
Pantiality to a more abſolute and rigid tritheſi 
Senſe, than the ancient Athanafians ſeem to ha 
done; for they not only deny all Subordination 0 
Nature in the Perſons ; but even deny alſo all D 
pendence and Subordination, all Priority and Poſteriniſ 
of Dignity and Authority, in Father and Son: an 
refuſe to aſſign to the Father any natural Superini x 
and Preeminence over the Son and Spirit, on accounÞ 
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{his being underiv'd, and the original Cauſe of their 
WW xiftence ; which Authority and Superiority the moſt 
Fealous Athanafians, Baſil, Gregory Nazianzen, Hila- 
„ 4ugu/tin, and others, aſcrib'd unto the Father. 
WA nd effectually to take away that Supremacy of the 
De God and Father of all, who is above all, on which 
Whe Scripture and the ancient Church founded the Uni- 
and which was expreſs'd in the firſt Article of al! 
he Catholic Creeds ; and is the firſt Principle of 
atural Religion itſelf; in order wholly to take a- 
Wray all Supremacy of the Father, and Subordinatic;: 
f the Son and Spirit; Dr. — has invented, in- 
Mead' of the natural and true Supremacy, a merely fi- 
itious (which he abfurdly calls economical) Supre-- 
acy of Office; founded not in the ſelf-originated Na- 
re, Authority and abſolute Dominion of the Father, 
Wccording to the unanimous Doctrine of all Anti- 
Huity; but in a ſuppos'd voluntary Concert and Agree- 
ent of the Son and Spirit; whereby they are in- 
* Froduc'd as voluntarily agreeing, that God the Fatlie: 
Mall act as ſupreme, and they ſuſtain inferior Office 
For a while; the Father ſhall ue out Orders, and 
+ Whey execute them; the Father command, and they 
ey; the Father ſend, and they be ſent : and thus ar 
Appearance be carried on as if the Father was 
ea and alone ſupreme ; whilſt yet he inſiſts that the 
Pon and Spirit are naturally as ſupreme as the Father; 
ind the Father as naturally ſubordinate to them as 
| Key to the Father; and, in ſhore; that the Son and 
Spirit are ſo abſolutely coequal and coordinate with th: 
Father in Nature and all Peifections; that it was equali 
poſſible in Nature that the Father himſelf might ha 
ed the miniſterial Part, Which Words, as che 
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ought alſo to make them beware of that pretends 
Ort hodoxy, which is attended with ſuch Inpiety. , 
Thus the Word Conſubſtantial, which was us'd Wie 
the Nicene Fathers only to expreſs the true a: 
proper Divinity of the Son, as being truly deri. 
in an ineffable and incomprehenſible Manner rl: 
the Father by his Power and Wil, and being ts 
expreſs and perfect Likeneſs and Similitude of tl 
Nature and Perſon of the Father; and which wil 
as far from being thought to denote an abſolute 1 
guality aud Coordination, as a Sameneſs of Perſon, wii 
the Father, has been ſtrain'd to both theſe conti 
dictory Senſes ; nay, Dr. W— would have it (8 - 
nify both at the ſame Time; and that the Son vr 
both individually or numerically, and alſo Hpeciſa 
conſubſtautial with the Father; that he has the ani 
Subſtance both iz Kind and Number too; thus c.. 
founding by ſcholaſtic Metaphyſics which have no RM 
lation to Reaſon or common Senſe, all Language au 
Science whatſoever. Yet theſe pretended Orthodox, f 
oppofite to each other, as well as to the Catholic D. 
ctrine of Scripture and Antiquity concerning the Ir 
| nity, have the Aſſurance to ſtile at all Advent 
thoſe who differ from them, by the odious Names 
Ariaus and Heretics, as if conſcious that all thel 
Strength lay in raiſing the Paſſions of the Au 
Vulgar ; and in appealing from Scripture, Antiquit 
and right Reaſon, wherein their Notions have 1 
| Support, to the Prejudices of ſuperſtitious and weak: 
1 minded Men, who are more influenc'd by Nani 
than Things, 
f But to return: The firſt remarkable Difpute i 
few Years after the Council of Nice about the Gt 
| Jubſtantiality, happen'd betwixt the great Euſeliu d 
Caſarea, and Euſtathius, Biſhop of Antioch. Ei., 
bizs charg'd Euſebius with (d) corrupting the Nice. 
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doctrine; becauſe (it ſeems) he did not think the 
6] Conſubſtantiality, was intended to denote 
De formal Equality of the Son with the Father ; but 
Tat he was a diſtin& real Perſon ſubordinate to the 
ther: whilſt on the other hand, Euſebius accus d 
n of perverting the Conſubſtantiality to the Sabel- 
opinion, and making the Son the ſame indivi- 
„ Subſtance or Perſon with the Father; for 
iich Notion and other infamous Things prov'd 
on him“, he was (e) depos'd by a Synod [of two 
WW:ndred and fifty Biſhops, as (F) Philoſtorgius tells 
beld in his own See. | 

Marcellus, Biſhop of Aucyra, Athanaſius's great 
end, was another who corrupted the Nicene Do- 
ie, by interpreting the Conſubſtantiality in the 
) Sabel/ian Senſe, and thereby denying the Divi- 
ty of Chriſt, and making him no more than a mere 
.. For which Opinion he was depos'd by a Synod 
Id at f Conſtantinople ; and tho' he was afterwards 
lor d by the * Athanaſian Council of () Sardica, 
d Athanaſius continu'd in Friendſhip with him, as 
g as he (i) livd; yet ( Baſil, a zealous Atha- 
an too, chargeth him with an impious denying 
> Divinity of Chriſt, and founding his Sabellian 
tion upon a wicked Interpretation of the Nicene 
pſubſtantiality, 
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Thus many of thoſe who had ſat in the Nis 
Council, could not agree about the Meaning of 
Word Confubiantial ; but ſome, without Regary, 
the Interpretation of the Synod itſelf, ftrain'd it u 
Senſe directly oppoſite to that which was deſign! 
and interpreted that Word which was intended: 
expreſs the real Divinity of Chriſt, to confirm: 
Opinion which directly deftroy'd it. The He 
carried on by theſe Means againſt thoſe of Cami 
lic Principles, and who would not ſuffer the Nia 
Confeſſion to be thus abus'd, occaſion'd the Der 
fition of the two foremention'd - Biſhops ; and {i 
to have been the chief Reaſon of the Deprivation 
Athanaſius himſelf by the Council of Tyre ; wl 
was ſummon'd from thence to * Jeruſalem, for lf 
Dedication of a magnificent Church built there 
Conſtantine. Dn ue, . | 
This was the (7) largeſt Council which had e 
been known in the Chriſtian Church; and ben 
but ten Years after that of Nice, very probablyn 
ny of the Nicene Biſhops were there. To ti 
Council the fame Emperor Conſtantine, who had! 
niſh'd the Ariaus at the Council of Nice, for init 
ing upon novel uncatholic Aſſertions, did now, up! 
their deſiſting from them, and delivering a (* 
Confeſſion of their Faith agreeable to Scriptu 


and to the primitive and Nicene Doctrine, 2. 
without the new Terms inſerted into the Nic * 
@y 
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reed] recommend them to the Council, and or- 
rd them to be admitted to Communion. The 
ouncil, with the Emperor's Letters, receiv'd their 
Freed, and gave both it and the Men themſelves 
& ample Teſtimony of their Approbation; declar'd 
eir Doctrine to be orthodox and apoſtolical, and 
Jem to be ſound and worthy Members of the 
urch of Chrift, whom Envy and Party-Zeal had 
Wl then driven out of the Church: and wrote a H- 
ical Epiſtle to the Church of Alexandria, and to the 
W hops of all Churches, to admit them immediately 
ro Communion, and not to ſuffer former Diſputes 
break Peace and Union any longer amongſt them. 
This is the Subſtance of the Deciſion and Decree 
chis moſt eminent and truly orthodox Council; the 
rigival of which, as related by (z) Athanaſius him- 
fis in the Margin. 
Hence it appears that the urch, and no leſs the 
weror Conſtantine, were ſoon ſenſible of the ill 
onſequences which the Inſertion and Impoſition of 
riptural Expreſſions, in Matters of Faith, had 
odne'd ; and therefore were refolv'd not to make 
em any longer Terms of Communion, And this 
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would have effectually ſecur'd the Peace and Uni 
of the Church, if all would have been content 
with the public Profeſſion of the Catholic Doctriel 
and no more. But this Moderation made the 4. 
thanafian Party very uneaſy, and they ſeem'd to ini 
ſiſt more on the neu Expreſſions, than on all oth 
Conſiderations; tho they were ſcarce able anf 
where to carry their Point for thirty Years toge 
ther; all the numerous and eminent Councils with 
in that Time, laying aſide, and refuſing to impoſe 
and ſometimes directly rejecting the Conſult M1 
tity, and other Terms inſerted in the Nicene Cres 
as unſcriptural, ambiguous and novel, and tending 
diſturb the Peace of the Church: and yet at tk 
ſame time they were ſo far from favouring th 
particular Arian Notions, that they expreſly au 
thematiz'd thoſe who taught them. 

Dr. B— would have it thought, that the Pr 
. ceedings of the Church againſt the reſtleſs Ende 
vours of the Athanaſians to get the new Nicene Tem 
every where eſtabliſn'd, was a Diſpute betwixt i 
Ari anus and Catholics, whereas Arianiſm was 0! 
from being favour'd, that it was expreſly diſclan 
ed and condemned; and nothing was intended Halit 
the truly orthodox Part, but to preſerve and mai b. 
tain the primitive and Catholic Doctrine of ti 
Church, and to prevent Innovations and Corru| 
tions of the ancient Faith, which the Athana/4 na 
were endeavouring to introduce under a Prete! 
of defending the Nicene Confeſſion, whilſt 4 wer 
really corrupted the Doctrine taught in it, Bla 
perverted the Conſubſtantiality therein made uſe 
to Purpoſes quite contrary to the Deſign of the! 
cene Council. The Doctor, to make his Reprek | 
tation of Things the more plauſible, and to raiſ )? 
his Reader's Mind an Indignation againſt that“ P) E 
tholic Doctrine which he traduces under the N 10 8 
of Arianiſm ; prefaceth his Relation with the f Pag 
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ory of Arius's ſudden Death *, calling it the viſible 
und and Interpofition of Providence, This is a Story 
{ much like Nature with that which Philoſtorgius 
E-11s concerning ſeveral Athanaſian Biſhops who met 
t Nicomedia, being Part of the Arimini Council, and 
ere (o) ſwallow'd up with an Earthquake, The Sto- 
of Arius's Death [if it was any Thing to the 
Furpoſe] ſtands upon the Credit of his moſt invete- 
ie Enemy Athanafius, which he ſays was told him 
Why che Presbyter Macarius ; and which he publiſh'd 
Whore (p) twenty Tears after the Thing is ſuppos'd 
WS have happen d : And it is further obſervable, that 
thauafius orders Serapion (to whom and to ſome 
onks he had ſent the Relation) (J) neither to take 
mſelf any Copy of his Letter, nor to ſuffer any Body elſe to 
ene; but orders it to be return'd to him again: an 
ys he had given the ſame Charge to the Monks, This 
enough to render the Story ſuſpicious at leaſt. 
ut ſuppoſing the Fact to be true; it is [even as re- 
ted by Athanaſius himſelf] an Argument not a- 
inſt but rather [tho* in Reality on neither Side] 
the Truth of Arius's Opinions: and if it was a 
dement, it was for his Hypocriſy and Perjury in con- 
aling and denying his real Sentiments upon Oath 
0 before the Emperor Conſtantine. | 
Dr. B— proceeds f; It would be tedious to 
explain the manifold Diviſions — among the A- 
riaus; the various Councils which were holden by 
them; the different Forms of Confeſſion which 
were drawn up, ſome more openly aſſerting the 
Blaſphemies of Arius, others by no means diſ- 
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* claiming them; and none of them profeſſing th 
* whole Faith of the Church, but leaving ſome R 
© ſerve or Subterfuge for their Impiety. 
Here the Doctor, in a Way ſuitable to the n 
of his Hiſtory, repreſents the diſcontented diſſen 
ing Athanafians and thoſe who follow'd them, ſeui 
Compariſon of thoſe he ſtiles at Random Arian, oi 
be as it were the whole Church and charges tha 
Confeſſions which were made in many eminent an 
numerous Councils of truly catholic Biſhops in 
Succeſſion of about thirty Years together, and v 
were admir'd and allow'd to be orthodox, even 
the Athanafrans themſelves ; to be either open A4 
tious of the Blaſphemies of Arius, or tacitly contai{ 
ing his Notions. Which Calumny caſt on ſo min 
learned and pious Bodies of Men is merely found 
on their not inſiſting on and refuſing to impoſe lh 
unſcriptural Expreſſions of the Conſubſtantiality, wlll 
[ which the Doctor calls the Faith of the Cum 
which had been very much abus'd both to the of 
ſturbing the Peace and corrupting the Doctrine 
the Church: tho? yer tis well known that they e 
preſly condemn'd the Arian-Aſſertions; and taugt 


ctrine of the primitive Chriſtians before them; a 
therefore are very injuriouſly ſtil'd Arians. And Win 
will be ſufficient to confute all that the Doctor 
faid within that Compaſs of 'Time to which I inten 
to confine my Conſiderations on the Controverſy 
the Trinity, briefly to ſhow what was the Do&rin 
and public Profeſſion of thoſe many and numero 
Synods which he calls Arian; tho Hilary him In 
allow'd ſeveral of them to be orthodox ; and that the 
taught no other than the catholic Doctrine of An 
quity, and which was the general and almoſt will ;,,., 
nimouſly receiv'd Doctrine of the Church till att 
the middle of the fourth Century. 
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it hath been already ſhown, that the great Council 
Jeruſalem did not think the Cnſulſtantiality to be 
y Part of the Catholic Doctrine. The Emperor 
ſuſtantine was of the ſame Opinion, and continu'd 
de ſo as long as he liv d. Not many Years after 

s Death, a great Council met at Antioch by the 
der of his Son Conſtantius ®, to celebrate the De- 
cation of the great Church there. This Council 
rew up ſeveral Confeſſions, in which they con- 
mn d the (7) Arian Poſitions, and profeſs'd their 
elief in general, Catholic and Scripture-Terms, lea- 
Ing out the Mention of the Conſubſtantiality, which 
ey diſſik d. The Acts of this Council were of fo 
reat Note as to be inſerted into the Code of the 
anons of the univerſal Church. The Doctrine of 
is Council Hilary (5) allows and interprets as ortho- 
and our own learned (t) Dr. Cave owns it to 
e ſund in all Things but the Omiſſion of the Con- 
fantiality. So that they were not only Arians 
ho were averſe to the Conſubſtantialit), but the tru- 
Wy catholic and orthodox Part of the Church were 
> too, who condemn'd at the ſame time the parti- 
ular Arian Tenets, as much as the Athanaſians 
hemſelves did. 

About four Years after, another Council at (a) 
lutioch f, compos'd ('tis probable) chiefly of the 
lame Biſhops which had made the former Synod, 
publiſh'd the largeſt and moſt explicit catholic 


* — 


— 


* An. 341. 
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Form of Faith that had ever been known; in wid 
they anathematize not only the Arian Aſſertiog 
but alſo the Errors of Paulus Samoſatenus, Sabeliu, Þ 
Marcellus, Photinus and others. And they then. 
ſelves declare they had enlarg'd their Confeſſion a! 1 
purpoſe to take off all Suſpicion of their Heterody, Wa 
and to canvince the Meſtern Church, to whom the 
ſent it, of the impudent Calumnies of their Adyer 
ſaries, [viz. the Party of Athanaſius who had nil 
repreſented them] and that all of uncorrupt Prin 
ciples might know that the Doctrine of the Eaſta 
Church was Catholic and agreeable to Scriptur 
This Confeſſion (x) Valeſius himſelf ſays, is md 
elegant and learned, and a Catholic Explication of 1K. 
Doctrine concerning the Holy Trinity, only that it am : 
the Conſubſtantiality: Which Word was left out « 
purpoſe to ſhow that they were neither addicted i 
one Party or other; were equally averſe to all u 
vel and erroneous Doctrines under what Name (kT. 
erer; and profeſs'd nothing but the indiſputab 
Catholic Doctrine confirm'd by the Teftimony fi 
Scripture. | 
This Council taught and confirm'd the catholiſf 
Doctrine of the (y) Supremacy of the Father over i 
Son, and the Suljection of the Sou to him : and alſo oi 
the (z) voluntary Generation of the Son; condemnin 1 
tho 


(x) Fides l. Valeſii judicio, doctiſſima & elegantiſim 
in qua doGtrinam de ſacroſancta Trinitate & Dei filto, omill 
ſola d 3151s mentione, ſenſu ſatis cathalico exponunt, Aps 
Cav. Hit. lit. Part II. pag. 112. = 

(y) Hzrrze 2710 ir nabine 3% mar); mwTor, x; ai 
d 74 5 tis vadelaſuirs TO i. Socrat. lib, 2. c. 19. 

(2) Toys s BE, Ad OeAiioe yEſevncR 78 yer A, 
ANC, & I Sunovers aSthnTw ν aTegaicerH T4 
Te0614,57 700 Cat 4 uo , id TW tv, PSuarBecdrs | 
Tins dnl eas CE, entry wciouer, They explain their Seit 
in the Words preſently following, viz, awToregTIEE i 

10 


(101) 
hoſe who deny'd it, and affirm'd that the Son was 
Pegotten neceſarily, and not by the Will of the Fa- 
her. 
S This Doctrine of the voluntary Generation of the 
Pon, which had been the unanimous Doctrine of 


WM ntiquity, [ tho' Athanaſius bid the Arians ſhow 
Pho had (a) taught it, by which it appear'd how 
Puch he was acquainted with the antient Books] 
vas profeſs'd afterwards by the Eaſterns of the * Sar- 
Wican Council; and (6b) Hilary gives his Suffrage 
nd Explication of their Doctrine, as Catholic and 
D:thodox, tho' they did reje& the Conſubſtanti ality. 
About four Years after the Sardican Council, a 
Emous Synod compos'd both of Eaſtern and Weſtern 
Biſhops met at Symium f, and depos'd Photinus, Bi- 
pop of the Place, for denying the Divinity of 
Fbriſt, and aſſerting him to be a mere Man. Hilary 
4 $ommends and explains at large as Orthodox the Con- 
Fefon of this Council, who, as on the one hand 
ey condemn'd the Arian Opinions, ſo on the other 
and they diſapprov'd and laid aſide the Conſub- 
Kortiality, They anathematiz'd ſeveral erroneous 
WD pinions ; and as they profeſs'd the true and proper 
Divinity of the Son, ſo in oppoſition to a Plura- 
of Gods, they declar'd that he was not coordi- 


in are or equal, but ſubject to the Father; that he was 
10:8 


N, bee, xVerov awry Eat? ed, Exurias awry x, O? 
im err. Athanaſ. J 72y y2y yeſcrrncivas curels; U ,ẽSſ ev. 
zig erat. ibid. & Athanaſ. de Synod. 

A (2) Ermd]orcay v [ſcil. Atiani.] — e e Ter ayiev 


ares ovuntcoginaciy—73— Ocauali. De Decret. Sy nod. 
1 | 1 


* Jn. 347. 


(b) Eu qui dicunt — quod neque conſilio neque voluntate patey 

t flium anathematizat ſandta & catholica Eccleſia. Hilary 

Plains his own Senſe of the Words, viz. qui ex ſubſtantia Det 

a WA ettam ex conſilio ejus ac voluntate naſcatur, Ec. 
. 351. . 


\ 
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begot- 


(102) 3 
begotten by voluntary Generation, and not by V: 
celſity of the Father's Nature and that the Fathe; | 
alone as being the Original and Head of the Sy 8 
was the One God, and in his Perſon the divine Uniy * 
was preſerv'd. | 43 
Hilary agrees to every Part of this Doctrine 4 
ſound and catholic ; and remarkably declares his om | 1 
Opinion of the natural Subjection of the Son to te 
Father as being alone the one God, in the Ex plan- 
tion of it. = 
© We (c) do not (ſays the Council) make the 8 
te equal to the Father, but ſubjef to him.” H 
gives his Explanation and Senſe thus: viz. * here? 
(d) more eſpecially the Son is not compar'd of 
« quad to the Father; as being ſubject to him bj 
© a Submiſſion of Obedience — as being ſent by hin 
© as receiving every thing from him, and in 
* things obeying the Wil of him that ſent him 
To which he x Zh adds; © that the Son 
* ſubjeft to the Father by the Nativity of his N 
— Again; * is ſubjeft to him as the Original of 
* his Exiſtence : * which ſhows his Opinion plainl 
of the natural Subjeftion of the Son to the Father iſ 
his higheſt or divine Capacity. | 


» 


A 


( 
a 
g; 
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(c) *Ov owT&aaouey 729 yr , an, Vaar]c|aſpuinn ide 
15 Soc. 1 6 30. non exæquamus vel conform lun 
— 3 filium patri ſed ſubjectum intelligimus. 

ynod, | 

(d) In eo quidem maxime non comparatur nec coral 
filius parri, dum ſubditus per obedientiæ obſequelam elt 
dum mittitur, dum accipit, dum in omnibus voluntati ejus | 
ſe miſit, obſequitur. Hil, de Synod. Subjectum alterum al 
Nativitate Nature, Patrem in eo majorem eſſe quod paterf 
filium in eo minorem eſſe quod filius ef, — Patti ſub jeu 
autori, &c. ibid. * 

WG 
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(103) | 

« If any (e) one (ſays the Council) aſſerts thit 
the Son was begotten without the Mil of the Fa- 
ther, let him be anathema. For the Father did 
not beget the Son by the Compulſion of the Ne- 
ceſſity of his Nature without his Vl; but he both 
wild (the Exiſtence of the Son) and begat him 
of himſelf before Time, and without being Paſſive (in 
his Generation.“) This Hilary ſhows to be his 
bon Senſe, as he had done before. 5 

Again; We (J) piouſly refer (ſay they) all 
Things to one unoriginated Principle of the Uni- 
verſe thro' the Son.” In the Explanation of which 
rticle, Hilary declares his own Opinion in the 
Pllowing remarkable Words. It (g) is moſt im- 
pious to profeſs the Son to be moriginate; for if 
db, there will no longer be one God; becauſe the 


— 


I li. I * 


e) Le uu Oeanoat] Or 7% wdlgts yeyerncy 739 you Abyory 
abe bg * 78 g ee 6 maThe und ayd ſuns eue abs 
.be, se rer Yor aAX apa Te iCrnntn, Y der 
EY 4 nalos; If, d av7oy yerrnons amid ater. Socrat. ut ſup. 
T quis nolente patre, natum dicat filium, anathema fit: non 
im coactus pater, vel naturali neceſſitate ductus, cum nollet, 
nuit filium; ſed mox ut voluit, ſine tempore & impaſſibiliter 
ſe eum genitum demonſtravit. Hil. de Synod. Ne data 
rreticis occaſio videretur ut Neceſſitatem Deo patri gignendi 
e filii aſcriberent, ranquam naturali lege cogente, invito ſe 
Widerit, ibid. The Remark of the learned Feſuit Petavius is ; 
dluntas iſta quam neceſſitati opponunt Sirmienſes Præſules, 
era eſt libertas; ac non ſolum violento & coadto contraria, 
d etiam ei quod ita naturæ eſt conſentaneum, ut ex arbitrio 
dofilioque minime pendeat. Quæ fuit Euſebii Cæſarienſis opinio, 
c. de Tiinit, lib, 6. c. 8. See Reply, p. 255—276. 

(f) Socrat. ibid; | | 
) Hilium innaſcibilem confiteri impiiſimum eſt : jam enim non 
It Deus unus, quia Deum unum predicari natura unius inna- 
bllt Dei exigit — cum ideirco Deus unus ſit, cum pater Deus ſit, 
Flius Dei Deus ſit, quia innaſcibilitas ſola penes unum ſit ——=—= 
putt ergo innaſcibilem filium predicari fides ſancta, ut per unum 
baſcibilem, Deum unum prædicet. Hil, ibid. 
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* Poctrine of the Unity of God is founded neceſſ.. 


* rily in the Nature of one unoriginated God. —| 


* There is therefore but one God, ſeeing it is h 
tt Father that is (abſolutely) God, and the Son iz ff 
* God of God, becauſe there is but one unorigina:llil 
© Perſon, — The Holy Catholic Faith will not ther- 
* fore allow the Son to be taught to be unoriginal 
© that by holding one unoriginated Perſon, it my 
* thereby teach One God.” 4 
Nothing can be more plain than that Hilary vi 
the Hrmian Council placeth the Unity of God in tif 
unoriginated Perſon of the Father; which is the C 
tholic Doctrine of all Antiquity. ol 
I might farther obſerve (if it was of any Momenf 
that at another, which was, the * third Srmian Cour 
cil, the celebrated Hofius , Biſhop of Corduba in Sai 
who is ſaid to have drawn up the Nicene Confeſli: 
did ſubſcribe againſt the () Conſubſtantiality ; if 
(i) did Pope Liberius t at the fourth Syrmian Syn 
a Year after. Theſe two Biſhops were thought Why) 
be of ſo great Conſequence to the Athanaſſan Cauiſier 
that many Excuſes and Pretences of ill Uſage a 
alledg'd for what they did. But whether the A 
logies made for them be true or not, it however oi ; 
| pears that they did not think the Conſub/tantian 
to be of ſo great Importance as to prefer it bei 
their own Peace and Repoſe. Liberius liv'd ſeret 
Years after this, but it does not appear that he eff. 
repented of or recanted the Subſcription which 
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| A f = — 10 
* An. 357. | ; | £ 
| ch) Philoflorg, Hiſt. lib. 4. c. 3. Sulpit. Hiſt. ſac, lib. 2.6"! 
| Ihe 4. c. 6. Athan. Epiſt. ad Solitar, S Apolog. 11. Hi 00 
1 (i) Philoftorg. ibid. Sox. lib. 4. c. 15, Athanaſ, Apol. 1. bm, 
| epiſt. ad Solitar. Hil, ad Conſtant, Hieronym. de Serip, Eccleſ. c. 
ri An. 338. an. þ 
| | (u) 
(0) 
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14 de both againſt Athanaſius and the Conſubſtantia- 


i mall mention but one Council more, namely, 
great (&) general Council“, conſiſting of almoſt all 
> Biſhops both of the Eaſtern and Weſtern Church, 
and divided into two Bodies, one of which fat 
Arimini, in number about four hundred, the 
er at Seleucia, 1n number one hundred and ſixty. 
is Council was call'd to put an End to the Di- 
ons betwixt the Eaſtern and Weſtern Church, 
ich had been occaſion'd chiefly by the Party 
ich 4thanafius had made after his Depoſition and 
Wniſhment; and to unite them in one Communion, 
a common Agreement in one Confeſſion of 
ith, To which Purpoſe a Creed which had been 
ore compos'd at Syrmium, and was approv'd of 
the Eaſtern Church, was offer d to the Council by 
ens and Urſacius, two Biſhops of principal Note. 
In the Creed which was propos'd, the Word (in) 
ſubſtantial was left out, as being an unſcriptural 
rm, of ambiguous Signification, and which had gi- 
Wn great Offence; and to which the () Eaſtern 
urch had a particular Averſion : and inftead 
it, the Son was declar'd (o) to be like unto the 
* at her in all Things, according to the Scriptures, This 
the very Explication which the Nicene Council 
d given of their Senſe of the Conſubſtantiality of 
2 Son: and the Confeſſion was drawn up in ſuch 


> > —- 


— 


8 (k) *Ortsrerixby owoSor, Socrat. Hiſt. lib. 2. c. 35. ex omni 
be Romano, ut Valentiniani Jan, lex docet. Cav. Hiſt, lit. 
rt II. pag. 118. | 

* An, 359. 

(1) Soz. Hiſt. lib. 4. c. 19, & c. 22. 

(m) Philoſt, Hiſt. lib. 4. c. 10. Theodoret. lib. 2. c. 18. 

rat, lib. 2. c. 33. Son. lib. 4. c. 17. Hierony ta. ad Lucife- 

au. p. 143, Athanaſ. de Synod. Arim. & Seleuc. 

(d) $07. lib, 4. c: 19. | 
00) Philoſtvrg: Socfat. Sox. Hieropym. &c. ibid. 3 

0 indiſputably 
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ſua ſcandalizat. Placuit auferri. Non erat Cure Epiſcei 


(106) I 
indiſputably Catholic Expreſſions (as (p) Jeu 
owns) that that Part of the Council which was ne 
zealous for the Nicene Creed, and would not hx 
had any other admitted, could in the end obje& u 
thing to it, ſince it was plainly agreeable to ti 
Nicene Doctrine. Only it was at firſt ſuſpec 
that the Biſhops who preſented it were Favours 
of the Arias; and therefore the Council would u 
ſubſcribe their Confeſſion, till it appear'd thatw* 
thing of Arianiſm was meant by it, and that h 
themſelves anathematiz'd the Arian Opinions, } 
this, at firſt, it ſeems, they would not (q) conſult 
whereupon the Council (7) both rejected their Cult 
feſſion, and depos'd them, and wrote the Emperor 
Account of it. But Valens and U;ſacius were bi 
fore-hand with the Council's Legates ; and poſe 
the Emperor in their own Favour, and againſt 
Synod ; upon which the Legates of the Wei 
Part of the Council were not admitted; and Va 
and Urſacius's Creed was approv'd by Conſtatiff 
and they were ſent back to the Council with his 08 
ders to have it eftabliſh'd and agreed to, in or 
to effect that Peace aud Union between the Eall 
and Weſtern Church which had been ſo lone i 
ſir'd, and which (as Jerom ſays) very much lay 
the (s) Heart both of the King and all the God 
of the Council. Here it is alledg'd “ that Valen1 
Urſacius, by ill Uſage and Circumvention, ſeal 


ä 


——_—C_ 


(p) De Uſe nomine abjiciendo veri ſimilis ratio prebebatur ; qui 
Seripturis, aiebant, non invenitur, & multos ſimplicioves noni 


vocabulo, cum ſenſus eſſet in tuto, Adverſ. Lucifer, p. 143. 
(q) Socrat. lib. 2. c. 37. Soz. lib. 4. c. 11. Theod. lib 
E. 23. 
(r) Socrat. & Soz. & Theodoret. ibid. 

(s) Idem enim rept & bonis omnibus cur fuerat, ut Orient a 
Occidens communionis ſibi vinculo necterentur. Ado. Lucifer. p 
* Pag. 229. 

{ 
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. Deputies whom their Adverſaries had ſent to the 
Imperor, to 7evoke all that had been done againſt 
zem, and to communicate with them, and to fign their 
„eon. How this was we have no good Evidence, 
pr is it of any Moment; and it is no Wonder 
at the Biſhops Yalen: and Urſacins and their Friends 
ould do the beſt they could to get the Sentence 
ainſt them revers'd, and be reſtor'd to Commu- 
Won. But be this as it will, it appears from Jerom, 
' Wo, as himſelf tells us, took his Relation from the 
; ii 44s of the Council to which he appeals. That 
end who wrote the Creed which had been pro- 
Is, clear'd himſelf of all Suſpicion of (:) Ari ani ſin, 
Wd agreed with the Council in anathematizing the 
jan Doctrines, which he did with the Applauſe 
all the Synod, who were ſorry for having (1) ſu- 
Hed him, and ſubſcrib'd his Creed, and unani- 
Wouſly agreed to lay aſide the (x) Conſubſtantiality 
Ir the future, for preſerving the Peace and Unity of 
Fc Church. | 

uus this great Council (whatfoever Jealouſies 
d Diviſions there were amongſt them at the Be- 
Poing) were very unanimous in the End, and con- 
4 Wnted to and ſubſcrib'd one Confeſſion of Faith, 
y ereby they declar'd that they were all of oze Com- 


* 
* 


L 31 munion; 
4 . 


— — — 


000 Profeſſus eff ſe Arianum non eſſe, & penitus ab eorum bluſpl e- 
abhorrere. ibid. 
(u) Cum cuncti Valeniem ad Cælum laudibus tollerent, & ſuam 
eum ſuſpicionem cum pænitentia damnarent. ibid. 
eu) The Sentence of the Synod was; 72 5 gromea , 
Fe 2 7Aufeoor N TOY ren , d vosuirey 5 Tos ννẽS-77 
N , db e unde at yer 779 meek ui. geg 
ige Ha, i ,, pudepiar prnphy Te AUT3 Yer; 
IH Y N TO matt Tf de, g Nννν,Ʒ of erty 5 - 
I 4 did, ut © As to the Term of Subſtance, which in 
Simplicity was us'd by the [Nicene] Fathers, but being not 
| underſtood by the People, gave Offence to them; and NA 
* alſo 


I 
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munion; and thus Peace and Unity being happilyn 
ſtor'd to the Church, they all return'd home to t 
ſeveral Dioceſes ( y) wel pleas'd with what had beg! 
done. = | 
The Deciſion of this Council (which probablywſ? 
the largeſt the Church had ever known) agan 
the Conſubſtantiality, is the more remarkable, becauf 
there is not the leaſt Pretence to ſay it was (: 
Arian, or diſinclin'd to the Nicene Doctrine. 
Athanaſian Hiſtorians indeed in their various 
contradictory Accounts of the Matter, relate a gre: 
deal of Artifice and Force to have been us'd ic 
bring the Weſterns to an Agreement with the E 
ſterns: but as their Accounts do neither agr 
with each other, nor with Ferom, who took his h 
lation from the public Records of the Council | 
ſelf; ſo is it very hard to ſuppoſe that any conſid 
Table Part of ſuch a Body of Prelates would be uf 
duc'd either by Flatteries or Threats to ſubſcrih 
againſt their Conſciences to a Confeſſion of Fai! 
which they did not think to be catholic and agree 
able to Scripture. Nor can any thing be more uM 
reaſonable or unjuſt than to ſtile this or any of 
afore-mention'd Councils, or their Confeſſions, 4M 
an; only becauſe they laid aſide or rejected tif 
new unſcriptural Term, Conſubſtantial; tho' in al 
ther Points they maintain'd the Nicene Do&rine 
and expreſly condemn'd the Aria» Opinions. bi 
this Pretence not only almoſt all the Chriſta 


— 


r alſo it is not to be found in Scripture, it is decreed thati 
© Mall be wholly laid aſide, and no Mention made of it f 
« the future. — But we affirm that the Son is like unto the Fi 
geuther, as the divine Scriptures expreſly teach. Athana/. # 
Synod, Arim. & Seleuc, 

(y) Leti omnes ad provincias revertuntur. Hieronym. adv, Lia) 
Jer. p. 143. 4 

(2) Hilary addreſſes the Council of Arimint in theſe Wort Wb) 
%. Ariani non eftis, cur negando Homonſion cenſemini Ariani? ; 


Synod, 
Church 
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nurch after the Nicene Council for many Years to- 
ether muſt be accounted Arian, [ which is no Com- 
dliment to the Athanafian Cauſe ] but even the 
Council of Nice itſelf muſt have been thought 4- 
Ea, if they had not inſerted the Conſubſtantiality 
Into their Creed, which Athanaſius himſelf owns 
key had no Intention of doing; but deſign'd to 
are expreſs'd their Belief in catholic and ſcrip- 
ral Terms, [as was done afterwards by all the 
Pre-mention'd Councils] had not the Contentions 
Ir the Arians in inſiſting on their uncatholic and 
Povel Poſitions, in a manner forc'd the Synod to 
Hake uſe of the Expreſſion. 

Tze Creeds drawn up by thoſe ſtil'd Arians | tho? 
ey renounc'd every Branch of Arianiſm] in the 
MWurth Century are fo indiſputably agreeable to 
Fripture and the catholic Doctrine of the ancient 
oWhurch ; that the moſt zealous Athanaſiaus have ac- 
Mowledg'd it: And the learned Biſhop Bull bears 
Wis Teſtimony to them, © that (a) they ſay nothing 
but what the Catholics have ſaid, only that they 
wi omit the Word Conſubſtantial : * which the Biſhop 
er very well had never been usd in any ancient 
rriſtian Creed in the World. Again; © all (3) 
ta their Confeſſions of Faith profeſs in a manner 
to a Tittle, the ſame Belief which was confirm'd 
ne in the Nicene Synod ; excepting that they omit 
the Word Conſubſtantial”” Which ſhows the un- 
k{onable Prejudice of thoſe who ſuffering them- 
res to be deluded by mere Names, without re- 
rding Things themſelves, reproachfully ſtile thoſe 
ians, who do not profeſs and even blame the A- 


- a. i. 
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a) Quid non dicunt, quod Catholici dixerunt, præterq uam quod 
m illam 5u0sTis vocem omittant ? Epilog. Def. F. N. 

b) Fidei Confeſſiones — pleræque omnes eandem fidem verbo 
i profitentur, que in Nicæna ſynodo ſancita ſuerat, niſi quod 
Worſt vocerr omittant. Ibid, 


1 1 ri dx 


and ſubmit it to the learned and impartial Reader, 


whether alſo it does not appear that the Council 
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ian Doctrine; becauſe they think it beſt to l | 
aſide all unſcriptural Expreſſions in Matters of *. 
veal d Religion; and to have all Confeſſions d 
Chriſtian Faith compos'd [agreeably to the Prad 
and Forms of the primitive Church] in the Word 
of Scripture, I 
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Th: CONCLUSION. |S 


HUS I have finiſh'd what J intended in Rei 
to Dr. B 's hiſtorical Account of the Con 
troverſies concerning the Doctrine of the Trinity 


kl acl 


whether it does not plainly appear that the Doc 
has been very partial in his Relation of Thing 
has miſreported and miſrepreſented the Seuſe of 
Antiquity, againſt the manifold expreſs { --12 1211 
of their Opinions; and that the Docti ! 
the Doctor prerends to ſupport by the 1 
of the ancient Church, has not the leaſt ! + il 
or Ground from any one ancient Creed or 
Worſhip, or from any one ancient Writer du 


! . . - J 1 - ' : 0 IC 
ever, who all uniformly and mwnauimornſly reclaim . 

. ! T 0 =y 1 3 | U nin 
gainſt that Notion and Explanation of the Dl - 


ctrine of the Trinity, which he erronecoul 
ſtiles Orthodoxy : that on the contrary, it is ma 
feſt that the Doctrine of the va!rzral Supreni W 
of the one God and Father of all, who is above all, all 
of the Subordination of the Son and Spirit to hig 
which the Doctor falſely ſtiles Arianiſm, has VI. 
conſtantly taught by the Church from the Beg - 
ning for more than three hundred Years togeti' wit 


Nice in inſerting the Word Conſtubſtautial into i * 
Creed made no Alteration in that Doctrine,“ 


deſigns 
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eſign'd thereby to deny the real Supremacy and Do- 
inion of God the Father over the Son and Spirit, 
wr to teach the Coordination, Coequality, or Neceſſary-. 
W-i/tence of the Son and Spirit, which are manifeſtly 
Fepugnant to the Doctrine of that Council, who 
Fock care to explain the Word Conſubſtantial in a 
Catholic Senſe agreeable to Scripture and the Pro- 
eſſon of the primitive Church before them; and 
Mo as to diſclaim equally the Errors of Sabellianiſm 
Ind Tritheiſm. Whether it doth not further appear 
hat the Word Conſubtantial being found | not only 
Jo be unſcriptural, but alſo] to be ambiguous, and miſ- 
uderſtood, and perverted and abus'd to a Meaning 
uite contrary to the Intention and Senſe of the 
eene Council, and made thereby the Cauſe of 
rear Offence and Contention in the Church, was 
Publickly laid aſide not many Years after it was firſt 
Prought into the Church, and omitted in all the 
onfeſſions of all the moſt numerous and eminent 
ESynods both of the Eaſtern and Weſtern Church, 
ich met for about thirty Years together; in all 
hich Confeſſions Arianiſm was diſclaim'd and con- 
emn'd, and the ancient Catholic Doctrine of the 
hne abſolute Supremacy of the one God the Father, and 
he Subordiuation and Subjection of the Son, &c. to 
iw, was, as I have prov, entirely profeſs d. 
l did not think it proper or to the Purpoſe to pur- 
„e the Doctor's hiſtorical Account any further; 
„ad what is obſery'd upon it is ſufficient to ſhow, 
0 hat the Deſign of this Narrative was neither to 
by avour Arianiſm on the one hand, or Athanafianiſm, 
"Wo call'd, on the other; but to ſhow from undoubt- 
Wes Evidence and Fact, what was the true Catholic 
„ocrine of the primitive Church conformable to 
ripture, in Oppoſition to both of them. 
The Cry of Ariaziſm, and a pretended Zeal for 
JW Nicene Faith has been an old Party-Cant, made 
„ef to blind Men's Eyes, and hinder them from 


enquiring 
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enquiring after Truth; to (e) blacken thoſe why: 


the reputed Orthodox had a mind to miſrepreſen 
and by the mere Sound of a Word to lead their u 
wary Followers to profeſs Opinions almoſt as co 
trary to the Nicene Doctrine as to Arianiſm itſelf, 
Whar on this Pretence has been of late Years a 
vanc'd by the modern Athauaſians or ſcholaſtic rey 


ted Orthodox, either in Defenſe of Sabelliani ſn q 


Tritheiſm (into which two Schemes they are divide 
has been fully conſider'd and confured from t 


Principles of Scripture, Reaſon and Antiquity : 1 


what hath been by them reply'd in Vindication 


their pretended Orthodoxy, hath been ſo weak 
inſufficient ; ſo full of Bitterneſs, Inve&ive and 
lumny ; and fo deficient in Evidence, Reaſon and 
gument ; and finally built upon Principles dire 


oppoſite to the firſt and fundamental Articles by 


of natural and reveal'd Religion; that, I quelii N 
not, that all truly learned and impartial Eno 


ries after, and Lovers of Truth, are fully ſatis) 
and have already decided the Controverſy in ti: 
own Breaſts. So that, I think, no more is neceſl: 
to be added to what hath been ſaid; and truſt t 
God, in his own good Time, will make the Endeavor 
of all truly pious and virtuous Men effectual u 
ſucceſsful in promoting the Doctrine and Relig! 
of his Goſpel; and to the eſtabliſhing Peace i 
Unity, upon the Chriſtian Terms of Charity, Rigi 
ouſueſs and Truth, | 


(c) Inviſum nomen quo denigrandos curavit adverſaric!h 
ut bac ratione odium iþſis imperitorum conciliavet, & credulls |: 
re; hoc prejudicio preoceupatos a libera weritatis af; 1% tone ani 
Bulli Apolog. adv. D. Tallium, Sedct. 1. | 


th 


RAT A, Tg 
| Age 3. line 34. read lob ſeageòs] p. 7. 1. 10. . ſhy 544 
6:21 p. 8. J. 30. . Laldvsg] p. 22. J. 33. r. conſe 
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